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ABSTRACT 
1. INTRODUCTION 
During the last few decades, one thing that has never changed is the ongoing change. 
Now, the pace of change has become larger than ever. As a result, it has become a 
necessity to manage the variations in such a way that one gets benefitted. The 
changes in organizations are consequences of the global environment changes, 
increasingly competitive environment and changes in economic environment. For 
the sake of survival, organizations emphasize the adaptations to these changes. 
Various strategies are followed to adjust to changed conditions and plan activities 
for future changes and the organization are turned into more effective entities. 
The Balanced Scorecard carries a comprehensive framework that translates a 
company's vision and strategy into consistent set of objectives and measures. The 
objectives and measures are arranged into four perspectives: financial, customer, 
internal business process and learning and growth. The four perspectives of the 
Balanced Scorecard take into account all the areas of the organization. Organizations 
have embraced the Balanced Scorecard framework and embedded into system of 
organization as a strategy to manage change. It also contributes extensive support to 
the realization of performance goals, planning and budgeting of strategy-oriented 
action plans, integrating the Balanced Scorecard into the process of company control 
and contributing to strategy conmiunication. Thus, Balanced Scorecard assists in 
planning and implementing changes in organizations which result into 
organizational effectiveness. 
1.1 RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 
During the last few decades, organizations have been exposed to global environment 
changes (Ghoshal, 1987), an increasingly competitive environment (David, 2006). 
technological changes (Connor, 1992; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) and an economic 
environment that is ever more volatile (Hoskisson et al., 2000). Berger (1994) 
defines change management as "the continuous process of aligning an organization 
with its marketplace and doing it more responsively and effectively than 
competitors" (p. 7). The pace of change has become greater than ever before (By. 
2005) and for the sake of survival, organizations emphasize to anticipate and adapt 
to these changes (Kuhn, 1970; Drucker, 1999; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Johansson, 2004; 
Friedman, 2005; Turner et al., 2009) through strategies such as organizational 
redesign (Greenwood & Hinings, 1988) which represent altering the culture of the 
organization (Gilmore et al., 1997). 
Kaplan and Norton (1996c) defined Balanced Scorecard as a framework that helps 
organizations translates strategy into operational objectives that drive both behavior 
and performance. Researchers suggest that the Balanced Scorecard should be 
utilized as a part of a strategic management system that cormects the entity's 
mission, core values and vision for the future with strategies, targets and initiatives 
that are explicitly designed to inform and motivate continuous efforts toward 
improvement (Hoffecker, 1994; Kaplan & Norton, 1992a, 1992b, 1993, 1996b. 
1996c; Newing, 1995; Inamdar et al., 2002). 
Organizational change is expected to have a positive impact on individual 
development and organizational performance (Zeira & Avedisian, 1989; Robertson 
& Seneviratae 1995). Balanced Scorecard framework is emphasized as a change 
project and not as a metrics project (Kaplan & Norton, 2001c). This approach 
extends to link employee rewards with performance in all four areas, with suitable 
weightings applied reflecting the relative importance of each area (Gadenne, 2000). 
Hoque and James (2000) recommended that greater Balanced Scorecard usage is 
associated with improved performance, but this relationship does not necessarily 
depend significantly on organization size, product life cycle or market position. The 
Balanced Scorecard provides concurrent indication of leading and lagging factors of 
performance evaluation, financial and non-financial, internal and external business, 
qualitative and quantitative measurement, as imits of a performance measurement. 
This successfully attains corporate strategy, missions and objectives (Barsky & 
Bermser, 1999; Huefiier, 2002; Fletcher & Smith, 2004). Ahn (2001) reiterates that 
that implementing the Balanced Scorecard not only provides substantial aid to the 
reaJization of performance goals, but it also advantageous to management in 
planning and budgeting of strategy-oriented action plans and integrates control and 
all the while contributing to strategy communication. 
Organizations seeking to employ new strategies see Balanced Scorecard as a tool for 
driving change initiatives understand the need for a new measurement framework 
(Kaplan & Norton, 2001a). In order to plan and implement change, this approach is 
used as a powerful means for translating a firm's vision and strategy into a tool that 
effectively communicates strategic intent and motivates performance in keeping 
with established strategic goals (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b). Although, the 
significance of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard used to improve the 
performance of organizations has been widely studied, there is little academic 
research focused on the outcomes of Balanced Scorecard implementation, on 
performance of organizations (Ittner & Larcker, 1998). The researcher did not come 
across any study in India or abroad that focused specifically on relationship between 
organizational change and Balanced Scorecard and mvestigating the impact of both 
on organizational effectiveness. 
The present study investigates the role of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard in success of organizations. Also, the relationship between organizational 
change and Balanced Scorecard is examined. This research aims at assisting 
organizations understand the differences in practicing change and Balanced 
Scorecard in various sectors and industries. This research is aimed at generating 
results that helps business organizations imderstand the importance of key changes 
with the organizational change strategy. Further, this will research will analyze and 
evaluate the role of each perspective of Balanced Scorecard enabling organizations 
take decisions while implementing Balanced Scorecard fi-amework. Also, a 
discourse on the impact of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness is presented. 
1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
The study has a broad objective, which is divided into several sub-objectives. 
1.2.1 Broad Objective 
The study attempts to develop a reliable and valid instrument for exploring the 
process of change management and Balanced Scorecard existing in organizations 
and to observe the impact of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. 
1.2.2 Sub-Objectives 
The broad objective is broken down into five categories of sub- objectives: 
Category I: To study the concepts of Organizational Change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
> To study the aspects and processes of change and its management. 
> To study the aspects and processes of Balanced Scorecard. 
> To study Balanced Scorecard as a tool for organizational change. 
Category II: Developing an instrument to study the process of Organizational 
Change and dimensions of Balanced Scorecard. 
> To develop a reliable and valid instrument to explore the various kinds of 
changes and change processes occurring in the companies along with the 
dimensions of Balanced Scorecard existing in organizations. 
Category III: Investigating the role of Organizational Change and Balanced 
Scorecard in organizations. 
> To explore various kinds of change practiced by the organizations. 
> To find out whether Balanced Scorecard has been used for effective change 
management. 
> To propose the use of Balanced Scorecard as an effective instrument to 
implement change. 
Category IV: To study the relationships among Organizational Change, Balanced 
Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between organizational change and organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between Balanced Scorecard and organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between organij^ational change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
Category V: To investigate the impact of different variables on Organizational 
Change, Balanced Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
> To investigate the impact of various kinds of changes on organizational 
change. 
> To investigate the impact of different perspectives of Balanced Scorecard on 
Balanced Scorecard. 
> To investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change. 
> To investigate the impact of organizational change on organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 CHANGE MANAGEMENT: AN OVERVIEW 
Change is fimdamental to a modem business organi2ation as a means to keep up 
with evolving market demands (Day, 1994). Organizational change has emerged 
over the past two decades as one of the most prevalent topics of management theory 
and practice (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Doolin, 2003; 
Sturdy & Grey, 2003). Organizational change has become an integral part of 
organizational management, although firms routinely struggle to manage, embrace, 
facilitate or even embark upon institutional change. Sturdy and Grey (2003) pointed 
out the underlining theme that connects the outcome of this plethora of work on 
organizational change as, that change should, can and must be managed. This style 
of change management typically includes managerial requests, orders and 
commands stemming from the authority that relationship managers enjoy in 
organizational hierarchies (Tsoukas, 2005). 
2.2 KINDS OF CHANGE 
Individual Change 
It could be presumed that all changes, whether organizational or individual, 
externally or internally initiated, solely depend on the individual's willingness and 
resolution to change. Lewin (1951) explained the individual change process in three 
stages: unfreezing, moving and refreezing. Edmondson and Woolley (2003) 
discovered that variance in interpersonal climate and behavioral norms across 
different work groups are likely to affect responses to a change program or other 
organizational intervention. George and Jones (2001) explored the interplay between 
affect and cognition of change. They emphasized the key role played by individual 
effectiveness in the change process because first and foremost, change is initiated 
and implemented by the individuals in organizations. 
Technological Change 
The deployment of large scale information systems, such as enterprise resource 
plaiming systems, customer relationship management systems and supply chain 
management systems, are some examples of technological changes which in times 
have been increasingly implemented in various organizations (Harison & Boonstra. 
2009). In early 1990s, business process reengineering (Hammer & Champy, 1993) 
and total quality management (Tichy, 1983) also gained popularity as approaches to 
technological change. Technological changes lead to a new set of rules embedded in 
the organizational information systems, restructuring the established organizational 
arrangements and procedures. Researchers suggested that executives need to stop 
looking at information technology projects as technology installations and begin to 
consider them as periods of organizational change that they have a responsibility to 
manage (McAfee, 2006). 
Social Change 
Aristotle was fascinated by change and its relation to organic growth, and he was 
among the first to make a scientific study of change (Nisbet, 1972). "Social change 
may originate in any institutional area, bringing about changes in other areas, which 
in turn make for further adaptations in the initial sphere of change. Technological, 
economic, political, religious, ideological, demographic, and stratificational factors 
are all viewed as potentially independent variables which influence each other as 
well as the course of society" (Etzioni & Etzioni, 1964, p. 7). Social change can be 
fiirther characterized as economic, politic and culture (Leat, 2005). Among political 
influences the government plays a large role in changes in industrial societies. 
Significance of cultural influences in social change can be explained by 
secularization and development of science which affect the manner in which 
individuals think and their attitudes to legitimacy and authority. Thus, it has 
influenced social structures, systems and values (Giddens & Duneier, 2000). 
Structural Change 
According to life cycle theory, structural transformation accompanies an 
organization's growth (Kimberly & Miles, 1980; Hannan & Freeman, 1984). At the 
same time, organizational changes occur on the basis of intended plans. 
Organizations change in response to mission, strategy, system, and structure (Burke 
& Litwin, 1992). Restructuring, reorganization, reengineering, delayering and 
flattening structures are the major ideas associated with organizational change. 
Reengineering is the fundamental rethinking and radical design of business 
processes to achieve dramatic gains in cost, quality, service and speed whereas, 
delayering entails reducing the levels in the organizational hierarchy to facilitate 
improved commimication and control within the organization (Hammer & Champy, 
1995). 
2.3 BALANCED SCORECARD: AN OVERVIEW 
The Balanced Scorecard originated in 1990 fi-om a one-year multi-company study 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). The study concluded that dependence on financial 
measures was no longer adequate for managing organizations in increasingly 
complex and ever changing business environments, especially where intellectual 
capital and knowledge-based assets were critical for success. Kaplan and Norton 
(1996c) defined Balanced Scorecard as "a framework that helps organizations 
translates strategy into operational objectives that drive both behavior and 
performance". The objectives and measures are viewed across four parameters of 
performance: financial, customer, internal business process and learning and growth 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996d). Each parameter has its own objectives for three to five 
years that are communicated throughout the organization and presented on a strategy 
map (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). The term balanced reverberate the balanced 
consideration given to long and short-term objectives, financial and non-financial 
measures, leading and lagging indicators and external and internal performance 
perspectives (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b, 1996c; Hendricks et al., 2004). 
The major benefit of the Balanced Scorecard lies in helping all organization 
members to cooperate on developing the future of the firm (Hanson, 2000). The 
Balanced Scorecard facilitates companies to focus on essential management and 
measurement indicators. Moreover, it also allows efficient communication of team 
objectives, and companies can recognize how to achieve strategic success by using 
the Balanced Scorecard (Berman, 1988). MacStravic (1999) highlights six 
advantages of Balanced Scorecard- an increase in firm insights into the 
understanding of customers, readjustment of internal operations, stockholder 
satisfaction, customer acquisition, improving customer relationships and increasing 
customer loyalty. 
2.4 THE FOUR PERSPECTIVES OF BALANCED SCORECARD 
AH of the measures in the four perspectives must be aligned with the organization's 
vision and strategic objectives, enabling managers to monitor and adjust strategy 
implementation (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b). The four perspectives of Balanced 
Scorecard are discussed below: 
Financial Perspective: How Do We Look to Shareholders? 
The Balanced Scorecard retains the financial perspective since financial measures 
are valuable in summarizing the readily measurable economic consequences of 
actions already taken (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). Financial performance measures 
indicate whether the company's strategy, implementation and execution are 
contributing to bottom-line improvement (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). Typical 
financial goals relate to profitability measured by operating income, return on capital 
employed or economic value added (Kaplan &. Norton, 1996c). 
Customer Perspective: How Do Customers See Us? 
Success with targeted customers provides a principal component for improved 
financial performance. The balanced scorecard demands that managers translate 
their general mission statement on customer service into specific measures that 
reflect the factors that are important to customers (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). In 
addition to measuring the lagging outcome indicators of customer success, such as 
satisfaction, retention and growth, the customer perspective defines the value 
proposition for targeted customer segments (Kaplan & Norton, 2004b). 
Internal Business Process Perspective: What Must We Excel At? 
Customer-based measures must be translated into procedures of what the company 
must do within to meet its customers' expectations (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). 
Internal business processes create and deliver the value proposition for customers. 
The performance of internal business processes is a leading indicator of subsequent 
improvements in customer and financial outcomes (Kaplan & Norton, 2004b). 
Learning and Growth Perspective: Can We Continue to Improve and Create 
Value? 
Intense global competition requires that companies make continual improvements to 
their existing products and processes and have the ability to introduce entirely new 
products with expanded capabilities. A company's ability to innovate, improve and 
learn ties directly to the company's value (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). Learning and 
growth objectives portray how the people, technology and organization climate 
combine to support the strategy. Improvements in learning and growth measures are 
lead indicators for internal business process, customer and financial performance. 
Enhancing and aligning intangible assets lead to improved process performance. 
which, in turn, drives success for customers and shareholders (Kaplan & Norton. 
2004b). 
2.5 RESEARCH GAP 
The extensive review of literature indicated that various researchers and 
practitioners discussed the ideas of change management and Balanced Scorecard. 
Organizations competing in the fast-changing business environment constantly 
explore for a robust strategy to survive the new global economic order, achieving 
improved performance continuously. Many studies acknowledged the relationship 
between change interventions and organizational effectiveness. Balanced Scorecard 
has been linked to many man^ement concepts especially organization dashboards, 
total quality management and six sigma implementations (Kirby & Hughes. 1997; 
Niven, 2005). There is a considerable body of literature linking the Balanced 
Scorecard to organizational culture (Kaplan & Norton, 2001a; Bititci et al.. 2004; 
Kaplan & Norton, 2004a; Halachmi, 2005; Hammer, 2007; Rigby & Bilodeau, 
2007). The need for using integrated and strategic performance management tools 
such as the Balanced Scorecard to measure, evaluate and manage the change process 
has lately been found in writings by a few researchers (Hayes, 2007; Grieves, 2010). 
Researchers acknowledge that transformations require the realignment of the vision, 
mission, strategy and culture at a systemic level (Jayashree &, Hussain, 2011). 
Although, very few studies have recognized the relationship between change 
management and Balanced in limited areas, no research has yet studied this 
relationship empirically. Surprisingly, little academic research has focused on 
outcomes of the Balanced Scorecard usage on performance of organizations (Ittner 
& Larcker, 1998). To the best of my knowledge, there has been no study in India 
which compared the use of Balanced Scorecard in various sectors. Further, empirical 
testing of the relationship between change management and Balanced Scorecard 
framework is missing. Moreover, the researcher did not come across any study in 
India that observed the impact of change management and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. 
The present study shows how the utiUzation of Balanced Scorecard differs in pubUc 
and private sector including manufacturing and service industry. This research 
studies the relationship between change management and Balanced Scorecard 
empirically. Further, it examines the impact of different varieties of changes on 
organizational change as a whole including the effect of the four perspectives of 
Balanced Scorecard on Balanced Scorecard framework. A demonstration of the 
impact of change management and Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness is achieved through this work including testing or the empirical impact 
of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change. 
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 
Research design is a framework or blueprint for carrying out research projects. It 
presents the procedures essential for obtaining the information needed to structure or 
solve research problems. The present research is a conclusive study which aims at 
testing specific hypotheses and examining relationships among variables. It is based 
on large and representative samples and the data obtained are subjected to 
quantitative analysis (Malhofra, 2005). This study is descriptive in nature and 
describes the relation between independent and dependent variable. It has a 
structured research design conducted generally through surveys (Malhotra, 2005). 
The information from the target sample element has been gathered only once which 
makes this research a cross-sectional study (Malhotra, 2005; Cooper & Schindler, 
2009). For data collection, a research tool was designed based on extensive literature 
review. The reliability and validity of the instrument was determined. After the pilot 
study, research instrument was employed to gather responses from the study sample. 
The data generated was analyzed using statistical techniques and the results were 
obtained. 
3.2 CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF RESEARCH 
Exhibit 1 illustrates the conceptual model developed by the researcher for the study. 
The conceptual model of research presents the variables based on literature review 
and their relationship with each other. The model specification of the study is: 
0E= f {OC, BSC} 
where, 
OC: Organizational Change 
BSC: Balanced Scorecard 
OE: Organizational Effectiveness 
Exhibit 1: Conceptual Model of Research 
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Change 
Social Change 
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Structural Change 
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Source: Developed by the Researcher 
3.3 RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 
Extensive literature review indicated lack of comprehensive tool to gain the outlook 
on change management, balanced scorecard and organizational effectiveness. This 
expanded the need for designing a questionnaire which could help researchers 
measure the extent of change management, balanced scorecard and organizational 
effectiveness in an organization. Thus, a formalized set of questions for obtaining 
information from respondents on the three aspects was developed. 
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3.3.1 Independent Variables 
The independent variables are grouped into two groups. First group of independent 
variables were related to balanced scorecard which comprised of financial, 
customer, internal business process and learning and growth perspective. The second 
group of independent variables holds various kinds of changes occurring in any 
organization- technological change, social change, leadership change and structural 
change. 
3.3.2 Dependent Variables 
The variable which is affected by the forces of measures of balanced scorecard and 
organizational change is Organizational Performance. 
The research instrument followed a 5- point Likert scale with choices of responses 
as strongly agree (5), agree (4), neither agree nor disagree (3), disagree (2) and 
strongly disagree (1). Likert scale developed by Rensis Likert, consist of statements 
that express either favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the object of interest. 
The participant is asked to agree or disagree with each statement. Each response is 
given a numerical score to reflect its degree of attitudinal favorableness (Cooper & 
Schindler, 2009). The research instrument was developed in four steps: 
Step I: Identification of constructs of balanced scorecard and change management 
fi-om literature leading to development of questiormaire 
Step II: Gaining opinions fi"om academicians and practitioners and accordingly 
alteration of the designed draft questionnaire. 
Step III: Pilot testing and confirmation of items 
Step IV: Adapting the questiormaire according to the pilot study feedback. 
The development of instrument required inclusion of few aspects to increase the 
response rate. Leedy and Ormrod (2001) stated that surveys should be easy and 
quick for the respondents to complete. The survey used Likert scale which reduced 
the time taken by the respondents to fill in their responses and also enhanced the 
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unwillingness to ofifer their time. Since, the target respondents were senior managers 
who usually go on a time bound schedule, this feature proved to be an advantage. 
Moreover, while forming the questionnaire as a whole, the researcher focused that it 
appear user-friendly and prominent to the respondents. 
3.4 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
3.4.1 Reliability 
Measurement results are considered reliable when they remain stable from one 
rating period to another or consistent from rater to other (Smith, 1976; Wexley, 
1979). Joppe (2000) defines reliability as "the extent to which results are consistent 
over time and an accurate representation of the total population under study is 
referred to as reliability and if the results of a study can be reproduced under a 
similar methodology, then the research instrument is considered to be reliable" (p. 1). 
Nunnally (1978) defined reliability as the extent to which measurements are 
repeatable and that any random influences which tend to make measurements 
different from time to time is a source of metisurement error. Consistency check is 
commonly expressed in the form of Cronbach Coefficient Alpha (Cronbach, 1951). 
The analysis yields a correlation coefficient that indicates the level of internal 
consistency. Cronbach's alpha is the average of all possible split- half coefficients 
resulting from different ways of splitting the scale items (Malhotra, 2005). 
The initial questionnaire used for pilot study had 81 items. The first four categories 
were related to organizational change namely technological change (TEC), social 
change (SOC), leadership change (LEC) and structural change (STC). The numbers 
of statements illusfrating these dimensions were 6, 14, 8 and 4 respectively. The next 
four categories related to Balanced Scorecard were financial perspective (FIP), 
customer perspective (CSP), internal business process perspective (IBP) and 
learning and growth perspective (LGP). The size of statements demonstrating these 
aspects are 9, 9, 10 and 15 respectively. The last category, overall effectiveness, was 
acknowledged in one statement. 
Unlike other measures such as Spearman-Brown, Cronbach's alpha takes into 
account the effect of each item in estimating the overall reliability (Fried & Ferris, 
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1987). Cronbach's alpha tends to be high if the scale items are highly correlated 
(Hair et al., 1998). A rule of thumb in social sciences states that Cronbach's alpha 
should be at least 0.70 for the scale to be thought of as reliable (Nunnally, 1978: 
Bland & Altman, 1997). However, there does not seem to be a consistent opinion on 
the value of Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency of items. Kehoe (1995) 
suggests that an alpha value of at least 0.50 should be achieved for accepting the 
items "as in" within a dimension, as long as they are within a short instrument. 
Further, Bowling (1997) recommends an alpha of 0.50 or above is an indication of 
good internal consistency. The Cronbach's alpha of various items in each category 
was computed which resulted in the data reduction. The items were deleted on the 
basis of the score of Cronbach's alpha which reduced the statements from 76 to 41. 
3.4.2 Validity 
Validity is often defined as the extent to which an instrument measures what it 
purports to measure (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). It is an evaluation of the 
extent to which theory and empirical evidence supports the inferences and 
explanation of the research data (Leedy & Omrod, 2001). 
Face validity relates to whether a test appears to be a good measure or not. Ahmad 
and Schroeder (2003) recommends a scale is said to have face validity if it 'looks 
like' it is going to measure what is supposed to measure. After carrying out 
extensive literature, a draft questionnaire was prepared. The method to ensure face 
validity was suggested by Ahmad and Schroeder (2003) two different researchers 
suggested items for the questionnaire. The items suggested by them were compared 
with the items in the draft questionnaire prepared. Later, two other researchers who 
belonged to the same area were requested to appraise the survey items and guess 
what it was projected to measure. This assisted in confirming that the questionnaire 
emerged logical and satisfactory. 
Content validity is defined as the extent to which the content of a measurement scale 
appears to tap all the relevant facets of the construct it is attempting to measure 
(Parasuraman, et al., 1991; Ding & Hershberger, 2002; Malhotra, 2005; Warner, 
2008). It also refers to the degree to which elements of an assessment instrument are 
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relevant to and representative of the targeted construct for a particular assessment 
purpose (Anastasi, 1988; Suen, 1990; Messick, 1993; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994: 
Walsh, 1995). Garver and Mentzer (1999) suggest since there is no formal statistical 
test for content validity, researcher judgment and insight must be applied. A broad 
study of significant literature and dialogue with experts helped in ensuring content 
validity. It avoided repetition of similar statements and adding more appropriate 
terms for better understanding of the respondents. 
3.5 PILOT TESTING 
A team of strategists and HR practitioners were requested to provide their remarks 
on the instrument and its constructs. Their feedback on the items of the 
questiormaire and the research instrument as a whole helped in the overall 
refinement of the scale. The items were re-thought, re-stated and altered so that they 
could better represent the intended constructs and enhance content validity. Factor 
analysis was conducted where the Cronbach's alpha for various items in each 
category was calculated and resulted in data reduction. In this phase, the statements 
were reduced from 76 to 41. These 41 statements were used to collect responses and 
observe results of statistical tests applied in the present research. For fiiture research, 
entire data was again crystallized using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). This 
resulted in fiirther refinement of the research instrument distilling statements fiirther 
to 27. 
3.6 SAMPLING PROCEDURE 
3.6.1 Sampling Element 
The responses were collected fi"om senior managers or top management of 
participating organizations. Senior managers were included as they are involved in 
implementation, prosecution and realization of changes and developments in their 
organizations but also involved in the process fi-om the beginning till the end. They 
are responsible to address to the comments of other employees in the organization, 
whether negative or positive. In the present research, the management 
representatives were on a sufficiently high level in their organization so it could be 
assumed that they had the overall managerial view on the various changes occurring 
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at different levels of organization as well as the performance management carried 
out. Studies have been conducted on organizational change as well as Balanced 
Scorecard or performance measurement where top management or senior managers 
were the respondents (Ukko et al., 2007). 
3.6.2 Sampling Unit 
This study has been carried out in public and private sector companies in India. The 
companies belonged to manufacturing as well as service industry. 
3.6.3 Sampling Frame 
The study revolves aroimd the concept of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard. These practices are followed by organizations which intend to keep pace 
with the changing needs. Fortune 500 companies are considered to be responsive to 
the changes occurring in the business environment and adopting new techniques to 
manage and implement change initiatives. This was the major reason for selecting 
respondents for this research from organizations among Fortune 500 companies. 
3.6.4 Sampling Approach and Sample Size 
Non-probability sampling technique has been used in the current study which relies 
on the personal judgment of the researcher rather than chance to select sample 
elements (Malhotra, 2005). This allows to decide arbitrarily or deliberately which 
elements to be included in the sample. Further, out of the four kinds of non-
probability sampling techniques, judgmental sampling technique has been preferred. 
Here, the researcher, using judgment or expertise, selects elements to be included in 
the sample. It is considered that they are representative of the population or interest 
or are otherwise appropriate (Malhotra, 2005). 
Organizations identified through the sample frame were contacted. The contact 
addresses of the senior managers or top management were searched. Out of 500 
fortime companies, 300 organizations were contacted. The number of responses 
collected for the present study is 105. For most purposes, n= 30 is sufficient, 
provided the universe is not exceedingly asymmetrical (Boyd et al., 2005). lacobucci 
(2009) suggests that a minimum sample size is 50, sample size of 50 to 100 is plenty 
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and sample size above 100 is considered meaningful. A critical issue is the 
distributional properties of measures because the frequently used maximum 
likelihood model procedure requires multivariate normality. 
4. ANALYSIS 
Various methods were employed to analyze the responses obtained. The responses 
were analyzed using SPSS 18 and AMOS 16.0. The questionnaire was refined using 
factor analysis where the statements were reduced from 76 to 41. These 41 
statements were utilized to gather responses and compute results of statistical tests 
used in this research. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed to test if 
relationship between observed variables and their underlying latent construct exists. 
Further, results of the tests of differences, test of correlation and tests of impact were 
obtained. The hypotheses investigating the impact of organizational change on 
organizational effectiveness and impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness were tested using Regression analysis. Further, Structural Equation 
Model (SEM) also measured to what extent constructs impact the endogenous 
variables. The path diagram was generated and the goodness of fit statistics was 
observed for the entire research model. For continuing with structural equation 
model, maximum likelihood estimation method was used. 
For fiiture research, entire data was again crystallized using Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA). In the process, the questionnaire was finther refined and the 
statements were condensed from 41 to 27. 
4.1 CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Confirmatory factor analysis is a statistical technique used to verify the factor 
structure of a set of observed variables. It allows the researcher to test the hypothesis 
that a relationship between observed variables and their underlying latent constructs 
exists (Suhr, 2006). The double-headed arrow between the two factors indicates that 
the two factors are correlated. The arrows from the factors to the variables represent 
linear regression coefficients or factor loadings (Hox & Bechger, 1998). locabucci 
(2009, 2010) mentions that non-significant loadings on a factor may occur for 
measures that, in fact, measure other factors or alternatively are simply poor 
measiires of the factor and could be dropped. Sometimes two or more loadings are 
found high in value on a factor, whereas two or more other loadings are low, but still 
significant. The reason may be that the measures associated with the low loadings 
are simply inadequate measures of the factor and therefore, might be deleted from 
further analysis. But, it might also be the case that the measures associated with low 
loadings actually measure another factor, not originally specified, that is 
significantly correlated with the originally hypothesized factor. The measurement 
model for organizational change as estimated by AMOS 16.0 is given in Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 2: Measurement Model for Organizational Change Scale 
Minimum was achieved; Chi-square= 203.186; df= 113; Probability level= 0.000 
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Table 1: CFA Model Fit Indicators for Organizational Change Scale 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Vatae 
0.823 
0.761 
0.897 
0.914 
1.798 
0.088 
0.053 
The goodness-of-fit indices for organizational change scale are presented in Table 1. 
The value of GFI (0.823) is greater than 0.80. The RMSEA value (0.088) falls 
between 0.08 and 0.10. Also, value of CFI obtained (0.914) is greater than 
recommended value that is 0.80. RMR value given (0.053) is less than 0.1. Also, 
NNFI value (0.897) is greater than suggested value (0.80). Thus, the recommended 
values indicate that the measurement model for organizational change is 
acceptable. 
Table 2: CFA Model Fit Indicators for Balanced Scorecard Scale 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Value 
0.754 
0.697 
0.806 
0.828 
1.717 
0.083 
O.lll 
Table 2 shows that the NNFI value (0.806) is greater than 0.80. Also, CFI value 
(0.828) is greater than 0.80. Also, RMSEA value (0.083) is found to be greater than 
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0.08 and Chi-square/degrees of freedom value (1.717) is below 2. Thus, the 
measurement model for Balanced Scorecard is acceptable. 
Exhibit 3: Measurement Model for Balanced Scorecard Scale 
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Exhibit 4 shows the second-order confirmatory factor analysis. Bagozzi (2010) 
mentions that second-order factor approach is most valid and conceptually 
meaningful when the first-order factors loading on the second-order factor can be 
interpreted as sub- dimensions or components of a more abstract, singular construct. 
Table 3: CFA Model Fit Indicators for Entire Scale 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFl) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFl) 
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFl) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFl) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Value 
0.634 
0.590 
0.738 
0.754 
1.820 
0.089 
0.098 
Table 3 exhibits the fit indices for the entire scale. The value of RMSEA (0.089) is 
greater than 0.08 which is acceptable. Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (1.820) 
is below 2. Also, RMR value (0.098) is found satisfactory since it is less than 2. 
Therefore, the measurement model for entire scale is acceptable. 
4.2 PATH ANALYSIS: STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is a powerful, general purpose tool for 
statistical analysis and modeling of interactions between observed and unobserved 
(latent) variables (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004), with the typical goal of testing 
causal relationships among variables. It provides a statistical approach for 
understanding the nature of the key constructs, as well as the influence of the 
constructs upon one another (Jaccard & Wan, 1995; Li et al., 1998; Sundie et al., 
2009; Roster & Richins, 2009). lacobucci (2009, 2010) points out that structural 
equation models take into account measurement error. The most crucial concern 
associated with SEM is the appropriate inference of causality (Bagozzi, 2010; 
Fabrigar et al., 2010). This technique has been adopted in studies across disciplines 
(Beatty & Smith, 1987; Punj & Staelin, 1983; Srinivasan & Ratchford, 1991; 
Heaney & Goldsmith, 1999; Bernard & Alexandru, 2005). 
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After the validity of measures used has been attained and an acceptable model 
goodness-of-fit achieved, only then the structural model can be constructed and 
tested (Byrne, 2001; Ho, 2006; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In the present 
research, the measurement model was found to be a good-fit and the validity of 
measures was confirmed. Then the structural model of organizational change, 
Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness was tested. The standardized 
regression weights are given in Table 4. 
Table 4: Standardized Regression Weights 
Impact 
TEC <— OC 
SOC <— OC 
LEC <— OC 
STC <— OC 
FIP <— BSC 
CSP <— BSC 
IBP <— BSC 
SOC <— OC 
IBP <— BSC 
LGP <— BSC 
T4 <— TEC 
T3 <— TEC 
T2 <— TEC 
Tl <— TEC 
So4 <— SOC 
So3 <— SOC 
So2 <— SOC 
Sol <— SOC 
L5 <— LEC 
L4 <— LEC 
L3 <— LEC 
L2 <— LEC 
LI <— LEC 
St2 <— STC 
Stl <— STC 
F6 <— FIP 
F5 <— FIP 
Estimate 
.768 
.891 
.992 
.895 
.797 
.849 
.805 
1.052 
.598 
.814 
.557 
.766 
.649 
.739 
.738 
.826 
.355 
.762 
.794 
.835 
.802 
.833 
.817 
.904 
.675 
.221 
.366 
C.R. 
4.609 
6.409 
7.415 
7.626 
1.882 
4.060 
3.822 
3.904 
5.254 
4.800 
5.164 
8.097 
3.430 
7.483 
9.766 
9.243 
9.738 
9.485 
7.442 
1.811 
P 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.060 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.070 
TH£S>lS 
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Impact 
F4 <— FIP 
F3 <— FIP 
F2 <— FIP 
Fl <— FIP 
C4 <— CSP 
C3 <— CSP 
C2 <— CSP 
CI <— CSP 
P5 <— IBP 
P4 <— IBP 
P3 <— IBP 
P2 <— IBP 
PI <— IBP 
LG6 <— LGP 
LG5 <— LGP 
LG4 <— LGP 
LG3 <— LGP 
LG2 <— LGP 
LGl <— LGP 
So6 <— SOC 
So5 <— SOC 
P6 <— IBP 
P7 <— IBP 
BSC <— OC 
OC <— BSC 
OE <— OC 
OE <— BSC 
Estimate 
.682 
.516 
.660 
.723 
.753 
.603 
.576 
.556 
.652 
.784 
.657 
.669 
.710 
.665 
.652 
.732 
.783 
.819 
.805 
.649 
.729 
.567 
.725 
.501 
.713 
-.179 
.959 
C.R. 
2.027 
1.954 
2.020 
2.038 
5.562 
5.317 
5.132 
6.511 
5.679 
5.761 
6.048 
6.196 
6.591 
6.975 
7.231 
7.129 
6.925 
3.352 
2.550 
-.687 
2.845 
P 
.043 
.051 
.043 
.042 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.011 
.492 
.004 
1 
The goodness-of-flt indices obtained for structiiral model are given in Table 5. The 
values of CFI= 0.767, Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio= 1.770, RMSEA= 
0.086 and RMR= 0.096. In the light of recommended values, the structural model 
obtained is desirable. 
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Table 5: SEM-Model Fit Summary 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Value 
.640 
.596 
.751 
.767 
1.770 
.086 
.096 
The standardized path coefficients of the structural model as estimated by AMOS 
16.0 are presented in Exhibit 5. 
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Exhibit 5: Structural Model and Path Coefficients 
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5. RESULTS 
The following section summarizes the resuhs of hypotheses testing through various 
statistical tests. 
5.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
Table 6: Results of Hypotheses Testing through Tests of Differences 
H.No. 
Hoi 
H„2 
H„3 
H„4 
H„5 
H„6 
H„7 
Ho8 
H„9 
Results 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Rejected 
Failed to Reject 
Remarks 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis public and private 
sector. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis public and 
private sector. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis manufacturing and 
service industry. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis manufacturing and 
service industry. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing 
and service industry. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis experience of 
managers in present organization. 
Significant difference exists on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis experience of managers 
in present organization 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis experience of 
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HolO 
Holl 
H„12 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
managers in present organization 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis total experience of 
managers. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis total experience of 
managers. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis total experience 
of managers. 
Table 7: Results of Hypotheses Testing through Test of Correlation 
H.No. 
H13 
H14 
H15 
Results 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Remarks |^H 
Significant relationship exists between organizational 
change and organizational effectiveness. 
Significant relationship exists between Balanced 
Scorecard and organizational effectiveness. 
Significant relationship exists between organizational 
change and Balanced Scorecard. 
Table 8: Results of Hypotheses Testing through SEM or Path Analysis 
H.No. 
H16 
H17 
H18 
H19 
H20 
Results 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Rejected 
Remarks ^ 1 
Significant positive impact of technological change 
exists on organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of social change exists on 
organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of leadership change exists 
on organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of structural change exists 
on organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of organizational change 
exists on organizational effectiveness. 
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H21 
H22 
H23 
H24 
H25 
H26 
Rejected 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Significant positive impact of financial perspective 
exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of customer perspective 
exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of internal business process 
perspective exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of learning and growth 
perspective exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard 
exists on organizational effectiveness. 
5.2 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE 
STUDY 
This study has implications for both academicians and practitioners. The study 
contributes to the theory and practice as well. The contributions and implications of 
the study are mentioned below: 
> The present study presents and tests a conceptual model where the 
dimensions of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard are identified. 
The organizational change and Balanced Scorecard are linked to organization 
effectiveness. The findings of this research will provide researchers and 
practitioners a basic understanding of the two concepts and their effects on 
organizational effectiveness. Also, this study gives an overview of the 
current scenario of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard in many 
organizations in India. 
> This research fulfilled the objective of developing a reliable and valid 
questionnaire for measuring dimensions of organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard. This will serve the organizations and researchers as a 
tool to analyze organizational change and Balanced Scorecard and linking 
them to organizational effectiveness. 
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> This study recognizes the relationship between change management and 
Balanced Scorecard. It will assist the business organizations formulate 
effective strategies to introduce Balanced Scorecard framework to reorganize 
their corporations. 
> So far, hardly any empirical study depicting relationship between change 
management. Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness has been 
conducted in hidia. The business organizations will appreciate the need for 
change management and Balanced Scorecard in order to turn themselves into 
more effective organizations. 
> The present study offers a vast literature review on managing various 
restraints to change. Organizations implementing organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard are provided with the summary of change enablers. 
> The impact of various kinds of change on organizational change is 
empirically investigated. Also, the effect of four dimensions of Balanced 
Scorecard on the formulation of Balanced Scorecard framework is also 
assessed. Such a research was necessary to support the business 
organizations understand the significance of role played by each dimension 
during the implementation of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard 
framework. The organizations can develop their plans considering the 
importance of various perspectives of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
> With the help of Structural Equation Modeling procedure, which is very less 
deployed methodology in field of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard in India and abroad, the researcher successfully establishes 
causality in a single model. This presents a better view of nature of 
relationships among various variables. 
5.3 Future Research Directions 
The directions for future study may be pointed out as follows: 
> One of the objectives of present research was to develop a reliable and valid 
instrument for exploring the process of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard existing in organizations and to observe the effect of 
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organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
performance. This questionnaire has been developed and tested in Indian 
context only. In future, this instrument can be tested in different cultures and 
countries as well. 
> The present research has been carried out to contrast the perceptions of 
employees towards organizational change and Balanced Scorecard in public 
and private sector and manufacturing and service industry. There are 
opportunities to compare the perceptions of employees towards change 
management and Balanced Scorecard in other sectors as well such as banks, 
healthcare and academics. 
> Future researches may be undertaken on a bigger and more diverse sample. It 
will help generate more generalizable results. 
> The data for this study was collected through e-survey method and 
personally requesting senior managers to fill in their responses. There are 
multiple methods such as experiments, personal interviews and case studies 
to collect data related to changes carried out in organizations and utilization 
of Balanced Scorecard. 
> Structural Equation Model tested the causal relationships among the 
variables. The impact of kinds of change (TEC, SOC, LEG and STC) on 
organizational change has been tested along with the impact of perspectives 
of Balanced Scorecard (FIP, CSP, IBP and LGP) on Balanced Scorecard. 
The effect of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness is also tested. At the same time, the impact of 
Balanced Scorecard on organizational change is given by the path analysis. 
The model does not test the impact of organizational change on Balanced 
Scorecard. Further researches may be conducted to find out whether 
organizational change, if carried out, also has an impact on the 
implementation of Balanced Scorecard. 
> The results of similar studies carried out in different countries can be 
compared wath the results produced by the present research. It will highlight 
the differences in the practices of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard in India and other countries. 
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PREFACE 
During the latter half of the last century, businesses have seen "change" as the only 
constant in the volatile economic environment. The pace of change has become 
greater now than ever. Managing change has become a necessity in order for 
organizations to survive and benefit fi"om changing scenarios. 
Organizational changes are a direct consequence of changes in the global economic 
environment. It becomes a need to accommodate to new and different economic 
situations a company faces such as in face of the current economic downfall. The 
only means available to organizations in such a situation is to adapt, emphasize and 
incorporate change in order to survive and strive in the future. Organizations need to 
implement vigilant and flexible strategies to adjust to the changing global business 
scenario and to allow accommodation to further anticipated or unforeseen changes. 
Planning activities for future changes would turn organizations into more effective 
entities. 
In more recent decades, organizational change has become the most researched 
topics of management theory and practice, highlighting the importance of 
organizational change. Even though, the concept of change was recognized soon 
after World War I, it was limited to human relations. Building on the concepts of 
personnel administration that had been applied to manage masses of workers in the 
war production effort, human relations provided great insight into how employees 
might be 'managed' to increase productivity. As time changed, the discussion on 
change management has become even more popular and academic anecdotes 
identify organizational change as an integral part of organizational management 
leading to success. Organizational change enhances the productivity of employees 
and turns an organization into more responsive and effective entity. Change 
management streamlines vision, mission, strategy and culture at a systemic level, 
resulting in organizational effectiveness. 
With the realization of importance of 'change management' arose the need for 
'change measurement' to quantify the effects of change. Such a change 
measurement tool emerged in the form of the Balanced Scorecard system, which is a 
comprehensive framework that translates a company's vision and strategy into a set 
of consistent objectives and measures. Effectiveness and efficiency of this 
framework has led organizations to embrace the Balanced Scoreczird and embed it 
into very core of organizational strategy to manage change. It also supplies extensive 
support to the realization of performance goals, planning and budgeting of strategy-
oriented action plans, company process control along with contributing to strategy 
communication. The objectives and measures of Balanced Scorecard are arranged 
into four perspectives: financial, customer, internal business process and learning 
and growth, which can take account of all the areas of the organization. 
This research aims at examining the relationship between organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness. It makes an effort to 
investigate the impact of organizational change on organizational effectiveness. It 
also investigates the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change and 
organizational effectiveness. 
This thesis has been divided into six chapters. The first chapter introduces the 
concept of change management and Balanced Scorecard. The chapter discusses the 
rationale for the present study, along with an indication of the research objectives. 
The chapter culminates with a brief research framework. 
The second chapter embarks with a review of current literature on change 
management. It attempts to define change as indicated by researchers and 
practitioners. It also includes an introduction to different change and transition 
models. Studies on the tyjjes of change and resistance to change are discussed. Role 
of change management in different sectors and corporate realities are also indicated. 
Lastly, the change management practices m India and abroad are discussed in brief 
The third chapter reviews Balanced Scorecard, specifically. With an introduction to 
Balanced Scorecard, the history of Balanced Scorecard and the challenges to 
Balanced Scorecard are discussed in detail. The chapter illustrates several studies on 
Balanced Scorecard in different sectors and on corporate realities. A discourse on 
the practice of Balanced Scorecard in India and foreign countries is discussed. 
VI 
Further, this chapter attempts to identify the research gaps in the existing literature 
on change management and Balanced Scorecard. 
The fourth chapter describes the research methodology for the present study. It 
highlights the need for research, resezirch objectives, research design and research 
constructs along with a conceptual model of research. The chapter discusses 
research constructs and items, steps taken to the development of research instrument, 
the validity and reliability of the measurement tool using Exploratory Factor 
Analysis and the procedure for data collection. The latter part of the chapter presents 
the research hypotheses and limitations of the study. 
The fifth chapter provides analysis of the data. The data has been analyzed using 
appropriate statistical techniques. The measurement model for the scale using 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis is presented. The chapter interprets and discusses the 
results obtained from statistical tests employed. Moreover, Structural Equation 
Modeling provided structural model fit and path coefficients for testing the 
hypotheses. 
The sixth chapter draws conclusions from the study. It brings attention to the 
managerial implications, contributions of the study and directions for ftiture 
research. 
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INTRODUCTION 
CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter introduces the concept of change management and Balanced Scorecard 
framework. It discusses the rationale for this study which embarks on the 
significance of change management and Balanced Scorecard along with highlighting 
their relationship with each other as a tool for organizational effectiveness. The 
chapter considers the objectives of this research and a discourse on the applied 
research framework. 
1.1 CHANGE MANAGEMENT: AN OVERVIEW 
Change is fundamental to a modem business organization as a means to keep up 
with evolving market demands (Day, 1994). Organizational change has emerged 
over the past two decades as one of the most prevalent topics of management theory 
and practice (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Doolin, 2003; 
Sturdy & Grey, 2003). Organizational change has become an integral part of 
organizational management, although firms routinely struggle to manage, embrace, 
facilitate or even embark upon institutional change. Sturdy and Grey (2003) pointed 
out the underlining theme that coimects the outcome of this plethora of work on 
organizational change as, that change should, can and must be managed. This style 
of change management typically includes managerial requests, orders and 
commands stemming from the authority that relationship managers enjoy in 
organizational hierarchies (Tsoukas, 2005). 
During the last few decades, organizations have been subjected to business 
environmental changes (Ghoshal, 1987), along with changes in workforce culture 
(Lerman & Schmidt, 2002) and an increasingly competitive envirormient (David, 
2006), fiirther compounded by technological changes (Connor, 1992; Wanberg & 
Banas, 2000) and volatile economic conditions (Hoskisson et al., 2000). For the sake 
of survival, organizations are emphasizing on anticipating and adapting to changes 
(Kuhn, 1970; Drucker, 1999; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Johansson, 2004; Friedman. 
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2005; Turner et al., 2009). They attempt to achieve change through strategies such 
as organizational redesign (Greenwood & Hinings, 1988), which reflects altering 
organizational culture (Gilmore et al., 1997). Although the desire for organizational 
change is rampant among companies, they are limited by not only a lack of 
awareness but also by the lack of available expertise and comprehension in planning 
and implementing changes within organizations (Burke, 2008). A better 
understanding of the organizational change process, along with its multitude 
contexts, levels (Scott, 2001) and preferences (Woodman & Pasmore, 2004) would 
lead to effective and successM implementation of change. These include an 
alteration in the employees' behaviors, values and frameworks that underlie and 
specify progress (Katz & Kahn, 1978; March, 1981; Marshak, 1993; Coghlan, 2000: 
Sullivan et al., 2002). 
Many organizational change programs are originally perceived as being successful, 
but the long-term success becomes elusive (Nadine & Persaud, 2003). Only one-
third of total quality management and reengineering programs met their planned 
goals (Carr, 1996; Porras & Robertson, 1992). The reasons for failed change efforts 
includes lack of urgency (Kotter & Cohen, 2002), contracting against the right issues 
and outcomes (Block, 2001) and lack of systems thinking (Burke, 1982, 2002; 
Burke &Litwin, 1992). 
1.1.1 Kinds of Change 
Individual Change 
It could be presumed that all changes, whether organizational or individual, 
externally or internally initiated, solely depend on the individual's willingness and 
resolution to change. Lewin (1951) explained the individual change process in three 
stages: imfreezing, moving and refreezing. Edmondson and Woolley (2003) 
discovered that variance in interpersonal climate and behavioral norms across 
different work groups are likely to affect responses to a change program or other 
organizational intervention. George and Jones (2001) explored the interplay between 
affect and cognition of change. They emphasized the key role played by individual 
effectiveness in the change process because first and foremost, change is initiated 
and implemented by the individuals in organizations. 
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Technological Change 
The deployment of large scale information systems, such as enterprise resource 
planning systems, customer relationship management systems and supply chain 
management systems, are some examples of technological changes which in times 
have been increasingly implemented in various organizations (Harison & Boonstra. 
2009). In early 1990s, business process reengineering (Hanmier «fe Champy, 1993) 
and total quality management (Tichy, 1983) also gained popularity as approaches to 
technological change. Technological changes lead to a new set of rules embedded in 
the organizational information systems, restructuring the established organizational 
arrangements and procedures. Researchers suggested that executives need to stop 
looking at information technology projects as technology installations and begin to 
consider them as periods of organizational change that they have a responsibility to 
manage (McAfee, 2006). 
Social Change 
Aristotle was fascinated by change and its relation to organic growth, and he was 
among the first to make a scientific study of change (Nisbet, 1972). "Social change 
may originate in any institutional area, bringing about changes in other areas, which 
in turn make for fiirther adaptations in the initial sphere of change. Technological, 
economic, political, religious, ideological, demographic, and stratificational factors 
are all viewed as potentially independent variables which influence each other as 
well as the course of society" (Etzioni & Etzioni, 1964, p. 7). Social change can be 
fiirther characterized as economic, politic and culture (Leat, 2005). Among political 
influences the government plays a large role in changes in industrial societies. 
Significance of cultural influences in social change can be explained by 
secularization and development of science which affect the manner in which 
individuals think and their attitudes to legitimacy and authority. Thus, it has 
influenced social structures, systems and values (Giddens & Duneier, 2000). 
Structural Change 
According to life cycle theory, structural transformation accompanies an 
organization's growth (Kimberiy & Miles, 1980; Hannan & Freeman, 1984). At the 
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same time, organizational changes occur on the basis of intended plans. 
Organizations change in response to mission, strategy, system, and structure (Burke 
& Litwin, 1992). Restructuring, reorganization, reengineering, delayering and 
flattening structures are the major ideas associated with organizational change. 
Reengineering is the fundamental rethinking and radical design of business 
processes to achieve dramatic gains in cost, quality, service and speed whereas, 
delayering entails reducing the levels in the organizational hierarchy to facilitate 
improved communication and control within the organization (Hammer & Champy. 
1995). 
1.2 BALANCED SCORECARD: AN OVERVIEW 
The Balanced Scorecard originated in 1990 from a one-year multi-company study 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). The study concluded that dependence on financial 
measures was no longer adequate for managing organizations in increasingly 
complex and ever changing business environments, especially where intellectual 
capital and knowledge- based assets were critical for success. Kaplan and Norton 
(1996c) defined Balanced Scorecard as "a fi^mework that helps organizations 
translates strategy into operational objectives that drive both behavior and 
performance". The objectives and measures are viewed across four parameters of 
performance: financial, customer, internal business process and learning and growth 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996d). Each parameter has its own objectives for three to five 
years that are communicated throughout the organization and presented on a strategy 
map (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). The term balanced reverberate the balanced 
consideration given to long and short-term objectives, financial and non-financial 
measures, leading and lagging indicators and external and internal performance 
perspectives (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b, 1996c; Hendricks et al., 2004). 
The major benefit of the Balanced Scorecard lies in helping all organization 
members to cooperate on developing the fiiture of the firm (Hanson, 2000). The 
Balanced Scorecard facilitates companies to focus on essential management and 
measurement indicators. Moreover, it also allows efficient commvmication of team 
objectives, and companies can recognize how to achieve strategic success by using 
the Balanced Scorecard (Berman, 1988). MacStravic (1999) highlights six 
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advantages of Balanced Scorecard- an increase in firm insights into the 
understanding of customers, readjustment of internal operations, stockholder 
satisfaction, customer acquisition, improving customer relationships and increasing 
customer loyalty. 
1.2.1 The Four Perspectives of Balanced Scorecard 
All of the measures in the four perspectives must be aligned with the organization's 
vision and strategic objectives, enabling managers to monitor and adjust strategy 
implementation (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b). The four perspectives of Balanced 
Scorecard are discussed below: 
Financial Perspective: How Do We Look to Shareholders? 
The Balanced Scorecard retains the financial perspective since financial measures 
are valuable in summarizing the readily measurable economic consequences of 
actions already taken (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). Financial performance measures 
indicate whether the company's strategy, implementation and execution are 
contributing to bottom-line improvement (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). Typical 
financial goals relate to profitability measured by operating income, return on capital 
employed or economic value added (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
Customer Perspective: How Do Customers See Us? 
Success with targeted customers provides a principal component for improved 
financial performance. The balanced scorecard demands that managers translate 
their general mission statement on customer service into specific measures that 
reflect the factors that are important to customers (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). In 
addition to measuring the lagging outcome indicators of customer success, such as 
satisfaction, retention and growth, the customer perspective defines the value 
proposition for targeted customer segments (Kaplan & Norton, 2004b). 
Internal Business Process Perspective: What Must We Excel At? 
Customer-based measures must be translated into procedures of what the company 
must do within to meet its customers' expectations (Kaplan & Norton. 1992a). 
Internal business processes create and deliver the value proposition for customers. 
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The performance of internal business processes is a leading indicator of subsequent 
improvements in customer and financial outcomes (Kaplan & Norton, 2004b). 
Learning and Growth Perspective: Can We Continue to Improve and Create 
Value? 
Intense global competition requires that companies make continual improvements to 
their existing products and processes and have the ability to introduce entirely new 
products with expanded capabilities. A company's ability to innovate, improve and 
learn ties directly to the company's value (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). Learning and 
growth objectives portray how the people, technology and organization climate 
combine to support the strategy. Improvements in learning and growth measures are 
lead indicators for internal business process, customer and financial performance. 
Enhancing and aligning intangible assets lead to improved process performance, 
which, in turn, drives success for customers and shareholders (Kaplan & Norton, 
2004b). 
1.3 RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 
During the last few decades, organizations have been exposed to global environment 
changes (Ghoshal, 1987), an increasingly competitive environment (David, 2006). 
technological changes (Connor, 1992; Wanberg &. Banas, 2000) and an economic 
environment that is ever more volatile (Hoskisson et al., 2000). Berger (1994) 
defines change management as "the continuous process of aligning an organization 
with its marketplace and doing it more responsively and effectively than 
competitors" (p, 7). The pace of change has become greater than ever before (By. 
2005) and for the sake of survival, organizations emphasize to anticipate and adapt 
to these changes (Kuhn, 1970; Drucker, 1999; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Johansson, 2004; 
Friedman, 2005; Turner et al,, 2009) through strategies such as organizational 
redesign (Greenwood & Hinings, 1988) which represent altering the cuhure of the 
organization (Gilmore et al., 1997). 
Kaplan and Norton (1996c) defined Balanced Scorecard as a framework that helps 
organizations translates strategy into operational objectives that drive both behavior 
and performance. Researchers suggest that the Balanced Scorecard should be 
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utilized as a part of a strategic management system that connects the entity's 
mission, core values and vision for the future with strategies, targets and initiatives 
that are explicitly designed to inform and motivate continuous efforts toward 
improvement (Hoffecker, 1994; Kaplan & Norton, 1992a, 1992b, 1993, 1996b. 
1996c; Newing, 1995; Inamdar et al., 2002). 
Organizational change is expected to have a positive impact on individual 
development and organizational performance (Zeira & Avedisian, 1989; Robertson 
& Seneviratne, 1995). Balanced Scorecard framework is emphasized as a change 
project and not as a metrics project (Kaplan & Norton, 2001c). This approach 
extends to link employee rewards with performance in all four areas, with suitable 
weightings applied reflecting the relative importance of each area (Gadenne. 2000). 
Hoque and James (2000) recommended that greater Balanced Scorecard usage is 
associated with improved performance, but this relationship does not necessarily 
depend significantly on organization size, product life cycle or market position. The 
Balanced Scorecard provides concurrent indication of leading and lagging factors of 
performance evaluation, financial and non-financial, internal and external business, 
qualitative and quantitative measurement, as units of a performance measurement. 
This successfully attains corporate strategy, missions and objectives (Barsky &. 
Bermser, 1999; Huefiier, 2002; Fletcher & Smith, 2004). Ahn (2001) reiterates that 
that implementing the Balanced Scorecard not only provides substantial aid to the 
realization of performance goals, but it also advantageous to management in 
planning and budgeting of strategy-oriented action plans and integrates control and 
all the while contributing to strategy communication. 
Organizations seeking to employ new strategies see Balanced Scorecard as a tool for 
driving change initiatives understand the need for a new measurement framework 
(Kaplan &. Norton, 2001a). In order to plan and implement change, this approach is 
used as a powerfiil means for translating a firm's vision and strategy into a tool that 
effectively communicates strategic intent and motivates performance in keeping 
with established strategic goals (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b). Although, the 
significance of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard used to improve the 
performance of organizations has been widely studied, there is little academic 
research focused on the outcomes of Balanced Scorecard implementation, on 
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performance of organizations (Ittner & Larcker, 1998). The researcher did not come 
across any study in India or abroad that focused specifically on relationship between 
organizational change and Balanced Scorecard and investigating the impact of both 
on organizational effectiveness. 
The present study investigates the role of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard in success of organizations. Also, the relationship between organizational 
change and Balanced Scorecard is examined. This research aims at assisting 
organizations understand the differences in practicing change and Balanced 
Scorecard in various sectors and industries. This research is aimed at generating 
results that helps business organizations understand the importance of key changes 
with the organizational change strategy. Further, this will research will analyze and 
evaluate the role of each perspective of Balanced Scorecard enabling organizations 
take decisions while implementing Balanced Scorecard framework. Also, a 
discourse on the impact of organizational chzmge and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness is presented. 
1.4 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
The study has a broad objective, which is divided into several sub-objectives. 
1.4.1 Broad Objective 
The study attempts to develop a reliable and valid instrument for exploring the 
process of change management and Balanced Scorecard existing in organizations 
and to observe the impact of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. 
1.4.2 Sub-Objectives 
The broad objective is broken down into five categories of sub- objectives: 
Category I: To study the concepts of Organizational Change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
> To study the aspects and processes of change and its management. 
> To study the aspects and processes of Balanced Scorecard. 
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> To study Balanced Scorecard as a tool for organizational change. 
Category II: Developing an instrument to study the process of Organizational 
Change and dimensions of Balanced Scorecard. 
> To develop a reliable and valid instrument to explore the various kinds of 
changes and change processes occurring in the companies along with the 
dimensions of Balanced Scorecard existing in organizations. 
Category HI: Investigating the role of Organizational Change and Balanced 
Scorecard in organizations. 
> To explore various kinds of change practiced by the organizations. 
> To find out whether Balanced Scorecard has been used for effective change 
management. 
> To propose the use of Balanced Scorecard as an effective instrument to 
implement change. 
Category IV: To study the relationships among Organizational Change, Balanced 
Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between organizational change and orgeinizational 
effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between Balanced Scorecard and organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
Category V: To investigate the impact of different variables on Organizational 
Change, Balanced Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
> To investigate the impact of different kinds of changes on organizational 
change. 
> To investigate the impact of perspectives of Balanced Scorecard on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
> To investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change. 
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> To investigate the impact of organizational change on organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. 
1.5 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 
The research framework adopted in this research is illustrated in Exhibit 1.1. 
Preliminary 
Conceptualization 
Analysis 
,„ . J ' 
Results and 
Discussion 
Exhibit 1.1: Research Framework 
) 
> 
Review of 
Literature 
Data Cleaning 
and Tabulation 
Conclusions 
Research Gap 
Priman' Data 
Collection 
Managerial 
Implications 
Ideitification of 
Research 
Constructs 
Pilot Study 
Future Research 
Directions 
1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 
This thesis has been organized in six chapters. Each chapter presents an independent 
aspect of the research work. The current chapter, chapter one, provides an overview 
of the study. It begins with the introduction to the concepts of change management 
and Balanced Scorecard. It includes rationale for the study, research objectives and 
research framework. 
Chapter two is the review of literature on change management. It presents the 
definitions of change by various researchers and various models of change. The 
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studies on different kinds of change and resistance to change are highlighted. 
Further, the chapter discusses the various studies carried out on change management 
in various sectors and linked with corporate realities. 
Chapter three is the review of literature on Balanced Scorecard which commences 
with the introduction to Balanced Scorecard framework followed by the history of 
Balanced Scorecard. The chapter describes the studies on Balanced Scorecard in 
different sectors as well as those related to corporate realities. Also, the reality of 
Balanced Scorecard in India and foreign countries is explained. This chapter 
attempts to identify the research gaps in the existing literature on change 
management and Balanced Scorecard. 
Chapter four discusses the research methodology adopted for the present research. 
It deals with the need for research, research objectives, research design and research 
constructs and items. The conceptual model of research is also illustrated. The 
chapter focuses on the process of development of research instrument, establishing 
the validity and reliability of the measurement tool and methods adopted to gather 
data. The latter part of the chapter presents the research hypotheses and limitations 
of the study. 
Chapter five begins with outline of analysis. The measurement model for the scale 
using Confirmatory Factor Analysis is depicted. The results obtained from tests of 
differences, test of correlation are interpreted and discussed. The path analysis using 
Structural Equation Modeling has been undertaken that indicates the structural 
model fit and path coefficients. The hypotheses tested through path analysis are also 
interpreted and discussed. 
Chapter six lists the conclusions drawn from the research. It provides the results of 
hypotheses testing based on tests of differences, tests of correlation and tests of 
impact. The chapter also contrasts the results of regression analysis and structural 
equation modeling. 
Chapter seven emphasizes the managerial implications and contributions of the 
study. For fiirther research, the chapter suggests the directions for fiiture study. 
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CHANGE MANAGEMENT: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter presents a review of existing literature on change management. It 
describes change management as defined by various scholars. It discusses the 
various models of change management and provides an overview of the history of 
change. It also attempts to identify different responses to change and enablers of 
change management. The later part of this chapter elaborates the change 
management in various sectors and briefs studies related to change management in 
India and several foreign coimtries. 
2.1 CHANGE MANAGEMENT DEFINED 
Change management refers to the adoption of an idea, procedure, process or 
behavior that is new to an organization (Pierce & Delbecq, 1977). Berger (1994) 
defined change management as "the continuous process of aligning an organization 
with its marketplace and doing it more responsively and effectively than 
competitors" (p. 7). Lichtenstein (2000) opined that organizational change is a 
transformative change through a complex adaptive system model of change, which 
consists of three stages: increased organizing, tension and a threshold and newly 
emerging configuration. It a movement of an organization fi-om the existing plateau 
towards a desired fiiture state in order to increase organizational efficiency and 
effectiveness (George & Jones, 2002; Cummings & Worley, 2005). Bumes (2000) 
depicted that change is a multi-level, cross-organizational process that unveils a 
disorganized and incompetent trend over a period of time and comprises a series of 
interlocking projects. He also considered organizational change management as a 
continuous process of experiment and adaptation intended to match an 
organization's capabilities to the needs of a volatile environment. Struckman and 
Yammarino (2003) consider change as a process or an action. They define 
organizational change as "a managed system, process and/or behavioral response 
over time to a trigger event" (p. 10). 
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Research literature on organizational change in India suggested that terms such as 
organization change, change management and organization development have been 
used interchangeably. Corporate transformation (Singh & Bhandarker, 1990, 2002: 
Bhandarker, 2003) and organizational transformation (Apte, 1998) have also been 
used as a synonym for change management. Researchers have attempted to define 
organizational change from their individual perspectives. Clarke (1994) highlights 
the need for organizational change to deal with environmental pressures and to 
achieve the objectives of continuous survival and growth. On the other hand, Meyer 
(1982) argues that change is essential to cope with unexpected shifts in the 
organizational environment. Vakola and Nikolaou (2005) define organizational 
change as the challenge to the way things are normally done in an organization, 
which results in feeling of uncertainty among individuals and stress about the 
potential failure of meeting the new situation. It is also defined as intentionally 
generated response to environmental shift (Jimmieson et al., 2004). Scott (2003) 
describes organizations as systems open to their environments that change as a 
natural and spontaneous response to a linear sequence of developmental events. 
Change is an externally driven process, focusing on how organizations respond and 
adapt to their environment to increase their legitimacy and chances for survival 
(Powell & DiMaggio, 1983; Aldrich, 1999). 
2.2 CHANGE AND TRANSITION MODELS 
Change management models are a way of representing and describing a theoretical 
understanding of the change process, through a series of stages (Mento et al., 2002; 
Rothwell & Sullivan, 2005), Change models usually focus on the importance of 
identifying the reason for the change, creating a related sense of urgency and 
specifying and communicating that reason or vision (Kotter, 1995, 2008; Galpin, 
1996; Cummings & Worley, 2004). 
2.2.1 Lewin's Force Field Analysis 
One of the earliest change models was developed by Kurt Lewin in 1947. This 
model has also been called as the 3-Step Model (Bumes, 2004; Armstrong, 2006). 
The Lewin's (1958) model is broken down into three steps: unfreeze, change and 
refreeze. It is the process whereby the system transitions from one equilibrium point 
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to another, called as an equilibrium or transition model. It offers a generic recipe for 
understanding organizational change and development. 
The first stage, unfi-eezing, refers to altering the existing stable equilibrium which 
maintains present behaviors and attitudes (Armstrong, 2006). This process considers 
the inherent threats that change offers to people and the need to motivate those 
affected to reach the natural state of equilibrium by accepting change (Armstrong. 
2006). A primary requirement for this transition is that organizations have to go 
through a period of self-reflection and involvement intended to create motivation 
and readiness among organizational performers to give up their deeply rooted 
orientation patterns and routines (Schreyogg & Noss, 2000). It is advised to invest 
time in developing change programs to organize and discuss the needs for change 
with workers to minimize reluctance to change. Moving or changing refers to 
cognitive restructuring, where the actors acquire information and evidence showing 
that change is desirable and possible (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Schreyogg &. Noss. 
2000). Change may mean anything that alters the existing relationships or activities 
such as installing new equipment, restructuring the organization, transformation of 
processes, discussing new behaviors with employees or implementing a new 
performance appraisal system. The role of managers at this stage is critical to 
promote employee adjustment and commitment to the whole process. Finally, the 
third step is called refreezing. During this stage all changes in the transformation 
stage are made permanent and a new equilibriimi is set (Cummings & Worley. 
2001). This involves setting up a process that ensures the new levels of behavior will 
be relatively secure against reversion to prior modes of operation. Employees' newly 
learned behaviors are embedded through repeating newly learned skills in a training 
session and role playing to teach how the new skill can be used in a real-life work 
situation (lies 8c Sutherland, 2001). Lewin's model demonstrates the outcomes of 
forces that either promote or inhibit change. Particularly, driving forces encourages 
change while restraining forces oppose change. Therefore, change will occur when 
the combined strength of one force is greater than the combined strength of the 
opposing set of forces (Robbins, 2005). 
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2.2.2 Beckhard's Change Plan 
Richard Beckhard (1969) developed a change plan which incorporates the processes 
as below: 
> Setting goals and defining the future organizational situations desired after 
the change. 
> Identifying the current conditions in relation to the goals. 
> Defining the transition state activities and commitments required to meet the 
future state. 
> Developing strategies for managing the transition based on the study of the 
aspects expected to influence the beginning of change. 
Organizations may refer to the latest quarterly reports and recognize the changes 
needed for survival and facing the present or future competition (Armstrong, 2006). 
This model carries a long-range approach to improve performance and competence 
in an organization by looking at it as a whole (Rouda & Kusy, 1995). The model 
adds the necessary support from top management by executing it themselves along 
with trying it to the bottom-line. Then incremental changes over a period of time are 
applied involving individuals in the business, offering them an opportunity to make 
a positive contribution. Further, Marshak (2004) states that planned change assumes 
that, it is likely to determine rationally how to initiate and implement actions to 
achieve and then maintain a desired future state. Although, the mentioned steps are 
not always applied in the exact order, they need to be included for successful change 
management. 
2.2.3 Thurley's Model of Change 
K. Thurley (1979) introduced a change model describing five major strategies to 
manage change: directive, bargained, hearts and minds, analytical and action-based. 
> Directive: It refers to the obligation of change in crisis situations or when 
other methods have failed. This is done by the exercise of managerial power 
without consultation (Armstrong, 2006). This way change is carried out 
quickly but the views or feelings of those involved in the change are ignored 
(Lockitt, 2004). 
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> Bargained: This approach recognizes that power is shared between 
employer and the employed and that change involves negotiation, 
compromise and agreement before being executed (Armstrong, 2006). This 
approach acknowledges that those affected by the plan have the right to 
convey their opinions regarding the change plan (Lockitt, 2004). 
> Hearts and minds: There is change in the attitudes, values and beliefs of the 
whole workforce. This approach seeks commitment and a shared vision but 
does not involve participation (Armstrong, 2006). It gains a positive 
commitment to the changes but takes longer to employ (Lockitt, 2004). 
> Analytical: A theoretical approach advances successively from the analysis 
of the situation, through the setting of objectives, the blueprint of the change 
process, the estimation of the results and the determination of the objectives 
for the subsequent stage in the process (Armstrong, 2006). 
> Action-based: This recognizes that the way managers perform in practice is 
similar to the analytical and theoretical model. It results in a 'ready", 'aim" 
and 'fire' approach (Armstrong, 2006). This strategy embarks on full 
contribution of all those involved and affected by expected changes (Lockitt. 
2004). Often change models overlook the shift that is required to occur 
within the individuals in the organization during the actual change process. It 
is suggested to include the human element in the change process (Banks. 
2009). 
2.2.4 Kotter's Model of Change 
Kotter (1996, 1998) developed a model which should be used at the strategic level of 
an organization to change its vision and subsequently transform the organization. 
The first step of Kotter's eight step approach to change management suggests 
creation of sense of urgency. People typically prefer the status-quo whereas change 
leads to uncertainty about the fiiture. As a result, change is avoided. To encourage 
people to assist with the change, a sense of urgency must be created. Step two is to 
form a powerfiil coalition of managers to work with the most resistant people. Then, 
a plan should be created consisting of a vision and strategies to accelerate the 
change. Next step is communicating the vision to help people know that change is 
near which makes them less likely to resist change. Step six deals with encouraging 
16 
Chapter Two Change Management: Review of Literature 
and inspiring people to adopt change. This will help in gaining cooperation from the 
employees and empowering them to act on the vision by removing barriers to 
change and encouraging risk taking and creative problem solving change. This 
makes organization plans for, create and reward short-term wins that move the 
organization towards the new vision change. Last step refers to nurturing the change 
and making adjustments as a necessary change. It focuses on making the changes 
more permanent. Kotter (1996, 1998) suggested that changes should be reinforced 
by demonstrating the relationship between new behaviors and organizational success 
change. Kotter & Cohen (2002) linked these eight steps to 34 real life organizations 
located throughout the world. 
2.2.5 The Continuous Change Process Model 
As compared to Lewin's model, the continuous change process approach looks at 
plaimed change from the perspective of top management and indicates that change is 
continuous. It incorporates Lewin's concept into implementation phase. 
Management perceives that certain forces or trends call for change and the issue is 
subjected to the organization's usual problem-solving and decision-making 
processes. Top management defines its goals in terms of what the organization or 
certain processes or outputs will be like after change. Alternatives for change are 
generated, evaluated and an acceptable option is selected. 
Early in the process, the organization may seek the assistance of a change agent- a 
person who will be responsible for managing the change effort. The change agent 
may also help management recognize and define the problem or the need for the 
change and may be involved in generating and evaluating potential plans for action. 
Under the direction and management of the change agent, the organization 
implements the change through Lewdn's unfreeze, change and refreeze process. In 
the final step, evaluation and control, the change agent and top management assess 
the degree to which the change is having the desired effect. The more closely the 
change agent is involved in the change process, the less distinct the steps become. 
As the change agent becomes immersed in defining and solving the problem with 
the members of the organization, he or she becomes a "collaborator" or "helper" to 
the organization. Throughout the process, the change agent brings new ideas and 
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viewpoints that help members address the old problems in innovative ways. 
Transition management is the process of systematically planning, organizing and 
implementing change from the disassembly of the current state to the realization of a 
fully functional future state within an organization (Ackerman, 1982). Once change 
occurs, the organization is in neither the old state nor the new state, yet business 
must continue. Transition management ensures that business continues during the 
change and thus, it must begin before the change occurs. Communication of the 
changes to all involved, including employees, customers and suppliers play an 
important role in transition management (Tichy & Ulrich, 1984). 
2.2.6 Action Research 
Action research is a combination of changing not only attitudes and behavior, but 
also testing the change method being utilized (Collier, 1945; Lewin, 1945, 1951; 
Argyris, 1968, 1970; French, 1969; Schein, 1980; Mc Shane & Von, 2005). It refers 
to change process based on the systematic collection of data and then selection of a 
change action based on what the analyzed data indicates. The process of action 
research is first to diagnose a need for change (unfreezing), then to introduce an 
intervention (moving) and finally to evaluate and stabilize change (refreezing). Each 
of the steps in the process is consistent with the three stages in Lewin's model 
(Pryor et al., 2008). 
The process of action research consists of five steps: diagnosis, analysis, feedback, 
action and evaluation (Robbins, 2007). The first part of the change process must be 
action-oriented because the ultimate goal is to make change happen (Pryor et al.. 
2008). The change agent, often an outside consultant in an action research model, 
begins by gathering information about problems, concerns, and needed changes 
from numbers of the organization. The second part deals with analysis, which is 
trying different frameworks in a real situation to verify whether or not the theories 
really work or applying the various theories in various situations that require change. 
The third step is feedback which requires sharing with employees what has been 
found in earlier steps. With the help of a change agent, action plans to bring about 
change are developed. Once the action plans are implemented, the employees and 
the change agent carry out specific actions to correct the problems that have been 
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identified. The final step is evaluation of the action plan's effectiveness (Robbins. 
2007). 
2.2.9 Schein's Steps to Change 
This model discusses the three steps of Lewin's change model and portrays means to 
unfreeze an organization, move it from the status quo to a future state and freeze the 
changes. Schein (1980) specified that in order to embrace change, people in the 
organization must experience dissatisfaction with the status quo. He reported that 
once the need for change and the desired change are initiated, people will observe 
the gap between what exists and what will exist. Guilt or anxiety will motivate 
people to reduce the gap and realize the desired change. In order to be productive 
and effectively accomplish the required change, employees must be assured that 
changing will not cause them humiliation, punishment, or loss of self-esteem 
(Schein, 1980, 1985, 1992). 
The stage two involves cognitive restructuring. The purpose of this stage is to help 
people see and respond to things differently in the future. Schein (1980, 1985) 
segmented stage three (refreezing) into two parts- self and relations with others. 
People must personally make the changed way of performing tasks a comfortable 
part of their respective self-concepts. The attitudes and behavior should be 
associated with the system and relationships with others, both of which must be 
'permanently changed' (Schein, 1980,1985, 1992). 
2.3 HISTORY OF CHANGE 
Organizational change has emerged over the past two decades as one of the most 
prevalent topics of management theory and practice (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995: 
Pettigrew et al., 2001; Doolin, 2003; Sturdy & Grey, 2003). Organizational change 
has a long history, but it has oflen been represented through the language of 
organizational development or human relations management. The concept of change 
emerged after World War I in the form of human relations. Building on the concepts 
of personnel administration that had been applied to manage masses of workers in 
the war production effort, human relations provided some insight into how 
employees might be 'managed' to increase productivity. This perspective became 
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better known through the Hawthorne studies conducted by Elton Mayo in the late 
1920s (Drucker, 1954). Axelrod (2001) highlighted previous studies conducted by 
Kurt Lewin during World War II and revealed how allowing inputs from employees 
added to acceptance of the changes with a bonus of increased productivity. Lewin's 
ideas about how to apply participative methods to small group development was 
seem to have implications for improving attitudes and commitment to the group, 
thereby leading to higher performance. "Lewin's work created a framework for 
more profoundly rationalist approach to change agency and organizational change. 
All three of core concepts of 'force field analysis', 'group dynamics' and 'action 
research' involved an overriding search for a rational and participative methodology 
of behavioral change (Caldwell, 2005, p. 88). Although Lewin's work focused on 
change, it wasn't imtil almost 20 years later that managers and management theorists 
began to label this work as organizational change. 
Although Lewin's work has potential to create change in organizations (Cooke. 
2001; Greiner &. Cummings, 2004), there is recent evidence that work was more 
open to radical intent that was quietly ignored and almost lost to history (Cooke. 
2006). Lippitt et al. (1958) made an important contribution to the field of change 
literature by conceptualizing the origins of change through the categorization of 
change into spontaneous, evolutionary, fortuitous, accidental and planned. More 
recent theorists have categorized change according to developmental change, 
transitional change and transformational change (Anderson & Ackerman, 2001). In 
1985, Pettigrew critiqued the change literature as being largely, acontextual. 
ahistorical and aprocessual (Pettigrew et al., 2001). Sixteen years later, he 
acknowledged that a number of authors had contributed to studies on the 
relationship between context and action, the continuity of change and sequencing of 
action in change processes. The research in this period has also tended to distinguish 
between micro-level change and "frame breaking" or "quantum change" 
(Greenwood & Hinnings, 1993). A number of studies have also reported the nature 
of continuous change (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997) or a punctuated equilibrium 
where periods of relatively incremental change are interrupted with moments of 
radical change (Gersick, 1991; Romanelli &. Tushman, 1994). 
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The practice of organizational change turned into a serious force for managers in the 
1980s and by the 1990s. Approximately 70 percent of companies in North America 
and Europe had engaged in at least one change process such as total quality 
management, cultural change or reengineering (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). The 
language that characterized change at that time often referred to 'downsizing' or 
'rightsizing' to reflect the organizational restructuring. The practice of change was 
influenced by the work of Peters and Waterman (1982) which launched a wave of 
how-to books for managers engaged in leading change. In this context, effective 
change was demonstrated through narratives of successfiil companies and managers 
which were identified as leaders of change. Most of the work on change developed 
during this time period falls into the managerialist approach to change, which is 
ftinctional and prescriptive (Doolin, 2003). 
In more recent years, organizational development has lost its prominence as the 
language describing change initiatives. The focus of attention on change has shifted 
from the language of organizational development to one of change management 
(Oswick et al., 2005). This approach tends to offer recipes for change and 
prescriptive advice for managers. The focus has shifted to leadership and culture 
management (Deetz et al., 2000). Three fimdamental assumptions about change 
characterize this dominant approach to change management within literature. Firstly. 
there is an unquestioning acceptance of change as essential to organizational 
survival (French & Bell, 1999). Secondly, change is characterized as a threat to 
organizations. And thirdly, change is represented as an issue of leadership (Bass. 
1999; Woodward «& Henry, 2004). 
2.4 TRANSITIONAL VERSUS TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE 
Organizational change can be viewed from a variety of different frameworks. Van 
De Ven and Poole (1995) researched nearly 1,000 articles on the topic and identified 
as many as 20 different theoretical perspectives. However, many change theorists 
have combined two perspectives, viewing changes in systems as taking place in two 
distinct, yet coexistent forms: evolutionary and revolutionary (March, 1981; 
Gersick, 1991; RomaneUi & Tushman, 1991; Haveman, 1993; Burke, 2000; 
Meyerson, 2001). Gersick (1991) and Haveman (1993) termed this convergence of 
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change as punctuated equilibrium. The theory of punctuated equilibrium was 
originally applied to the study of the evolution of species. Gould and Eldridge 
(1977) applied it to explain apparent gaps in the fossil records that suggested 
missing records in the evolutionary process. Prior to their hypothesis, other 
evolutionary scientists supposed that these leaps from one biological species to 
another were result of other samples in the evolutionary chain that had not been 
discovered. The two researchers discussed that rather than simply being missing 
gaps in growth of the species, they could be explained by revolutionary changes in 
the organism as a consequence of some radical pressure. They fiirther proposed that 
this influence could either be external in nature or occur as a result of some 
biological switch that was generated from within. Tushman and Anderson (1986) 
emphasized that organizations which are insulated from disruptions are very stable 
and tend to make incremental, continuous changes over a period of time. 
Evolutionary perspective can be transitional, transformational and developmental. 
Transitional change advances the current state through insignificant, gradual change 
in people, procedures, structures or technology. Transformational change efforts 
results in a fimdamental and radical shift that rejects existing paradigms (Kuhn. 
1970). It signifies leadership driven modifications of culture, formulation of totally 
different strategy or demands for conformity due to a merger or acquisition by a 
dominant company (Derming, 2005). Developmental change stems from an overall 
philosophy of growth and development that forms a culture of building competitive 
advantage through continuous dynamic yet manageable change. It avoids frequent 
radical, large-scale change by frequently scanning internal and external 
environments and rewarding individual innovation, growth and development (Gilley 
& Maycunich, 2000). 
Few authors have attempted to define change based on its magnitude into first-
order/second-order (Watzlawick et al., 1974) and episodic/continuous (Weick & 
Quinn, 1999). First order occurs within a reasonably stable system and emerges as a 
result of gradual and incremental alterations in organizational structures, 
envirormients, norms and resources. Continuous change may be incremental, 
emergent and without an end (Weick & Quinn, 1999). Other researchers (Miller & 
Friesen, 1984; Newman, 2000) studied change primarily as a revolutionary process 
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where episodic events are interspersed between long periods of stability, inertia and 
relatively little change. Such a mode of change is risky and its performance 
outcomes are uncertain, usually in response to internal or external influences. It 
results in dramatic, far-reaching transformations to organizational environment, 
structures, norms and resources (Gersick, 1991; Mintzberg & Westley, 1992: 
Newman, 2000; Haveman, et al., 2001). Several studies have explored this 
phenomenon, alternatively referring to it as "episodic change," "quantum change," 
"second-order change," "core feature change," "organizational transformation.'" 
"strategic reorientation," and "large-scale change," adopting partly differing 
conceptual perspectives that emphasize both common and varying elements 
(Wischnevsky & Damanpour, 2006). Whether the changes are continuous or radical, 
researchers agree that the pace of change is ever-increasing (Weick & Sutcliffe. 
2001; Quinn, 2004). 
Large-scale change is a modification of many organizational elements, such as 
formal structures, work systems, beliefs and social relationships (Huy, 2001). 
Organizational transformation is described by Wischnevsky and Damanpour (2006) 
as a "transition between organizational states that differ substantially in crucial 
features such as strategy and structure" (p. 104). Miller and Friesen (1984) 
characterize quantum change as a transition between organizational archetypes, 
which are configurations of interrelated environmental, organizational and strategic 
variables (Wischnevsky & Damanpour, 2006). Greenwood and Minings (1993) 
incorporate Miller and Friesen's (1984) archetypes but emphasize that they are a 
"function of the ideas, beliefs and values- the components of an 'interpretive 
scheme'- that underpin and are embodied in organizational structures and systems" 
(Greenwood & Hinings, 1993, p. 1052). Likewise, Bartunek and Moch (1994) focus 
on cognition and interpretation but also at the individual level. Second order change 
assumes that a new schema is sometimes required if new behaviors are to be 
understood and adopted (Bartunek & Moch, 1994). It refers to changes in the 
cognitive fi^meworks underlying the organization's activities, changes in deep 
structure or shared schemata that generate and give meaning to these activities (Egri 
& Frost, 1991; Gersick, 1991). Despite the disparities in these models, all 
perspectives constantly depict large-scale change consists of major changes in 
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multiple dimensions. Large scale, radical and transformative organization changes 
which bring huge shifts are business process re-engineering, total quality 
management, organization restructuring, theory of constraints, organization 
transformation, lean manufacturing, six sigma, self-managed teams, mergers and 
acquisitions, organization spin-offs, large system change, work re-organization. 
Interactive technology, knowledge economy, globalization, increasing 
responsibility, the degradation of barriers between work and home are changes 
contributing to the transformation of world and forming basis for radical change in 
personal lives and organizations (Helgeson, 2001). Organizations that adapt to their 
environment make gradual changes in response to alterations in the environment, 
such as minor regulatory changes, statutory requirements and competitive pressures. 
Statutory laws in areas such as equal opportunity in employment, safety and 
environmental compliance is also required to be adopted by the organizations. 
2.5 RESEARCH ON KINDS OF CHANGE 
2.5.1 Individual Change 
It would seem that all kinds of change, whether organizational or individual, 
externally or internally initiated, depend on the individual's willingness to change. 
Edmondson and WooUey (2003) discovered that variance in interpersonal climate 
and behavioral norms across different work groups are likely to affect responses to a 
change program or other organizational intervention. George and Jones (2001) 
explored the interplay between affect and cognition. They emphasized the key role 
played by individual affective processes in the change process because change is 
initiated and implemented by the individuals in organizations. 
Researchers in the area of individual change described the individual change process 
in terms of unfreezing, moving, and refreezing (Lewin, 1951). Researchers have 
identified the stages of change while suggesting a variety of psycho-socio-emotional 
factors that may contribute to an individual's movement from one stage to the next, 
including self-efFicacy, perceived behavioral control and social support (Bandura, 
1977; Lazarus «& Folkman, 1987; Coumeya et al., 2001). However, other 
commentators identify the failure to address processes that might explain the 
intention behavior gap as a significant limitation of such theories (Sheeran et al.. 
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2002). It is suggested that "reflection-in-action" or "double-loop learning" can move 
the individual through the change process (Argyris & Schon, 1978). 
The translation and the enactment of the change vision ultimately happen at the 
individual employee level in situations that experience successful change (Katz & 
Kahn, 1978; March, 1981; Marshak, 1993; Coghlan, 2000; Sullivan et al.. 2002). 
While this happens in the context of groups, teams or departments, which create 
variance in what the vision means based on their specific work (DiBella, 1996: 
Klein & Kozlowksi, 2000), Cameron and Quiim (1999) suggest that individual 
employees must change their values, attitudes and behaviors for effective 
organizational change. Research in the field of psychology provides a strongly 
supported model of individual change (Prochaska et al., 1992), which has been used 
in management literature (Matheny, 1998; Grover & Walker, 2003; Madsen, 2003: 
Whelan-Berry et al., 2003b; Whelan-Berry & Harvey, 2006). This model identifies 
four stages in the individual change process- precontemplation, contemplation, 
preparation, action or actually changing and maintenance. This model focus on the 
individuals actually changing their behavior, values or fiameworks, which has been 
identified as essential for successful organizational change (Katz & Kahn, 1978: 
March, 1981; Marshak, 1993; Coghlan, 2000; Sullivan et al., 2002). 
Organizational change aims at changing beliefs, interpretative schemes and 
behaviors of organizational members (Bartunek, 1984; Isabella, 1990; Porras & 
Robertson, 1992; Lau & Woodman, 1995). Thus, it is important to understand the 
role of cognitive and emotional processes in the change process. It is also considered 
necessary to take into account the infinite variables at play within the individual 
system and the infinite beliefs and values that arise fi-om a multitude of historical, 
psychological, emotional, biological and situational factors. Acknowledging the 
complexity and variability of an individual facing change may enhance a leader's 
readiness to better respond to and facilitate change (Walinga, 2008). 
2.5.2 Technological Change 
Technological advances in the form of new scientific knowledge and technological 
developments are causing significant change in business arena (Burton & Thakur, 
1998). The consumption of large scale information systems, such as Enterprise 
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Resource Planning Systems, Customer Relationship Management Systems and 
Supply Chain Management Systems are some examples of information technology 
driven techno changes which in recent years have been progressively more 
implemented in different organizations (Harison & Boonstra, 2009). McAfee (2006) 
suggested executives need to stop looking at information technology projects as 
technology installations and should consider them as periods of organizational 
change. He classified information technology into three types that can help leaders 
understand technologies and ways to maximize returns. Function Information 
Technology (FIT) comprises of technologies that make the execution of standalone 
tasks more efficient. Word processors and spreadsheets are the most common 
examples of this category. Network Information Technology (NIT) provides 
resources such as e-mail, instant messaging, blogs and groupware like Lotus Notes 
which facilitate communication with one another. Enterprise Information 
Technology (EIT) is the application that companies approve to restructure 
interactions among groups of employees or with business partners. Applications 
defining entire business processes, such as Customer Relationship Management and 
Supply Chain Management Systems, as well as technologies such as electronic data 
interchange, that automate communications between companies, fall into this 
category. 
The search for new solutions to the issues of managing and organizing commercial 
success foimd new approaches. In the early 1990s, approaches based on business 
process reengineering (Hammer & Champy, 1993) and total quality management 
gained popularity. Tichy (1983) observed Total Quality Management as a change in 
an organization's technology and its way of doing work. In the human services, this 
means the way clients are processed, the service delivery methods applied to them 
and ancillary organizational processes such as paperwork, procurement processes 
and other procedtires. Few years later. Enterprise Resource Planning System 
emerged as a means of integrating the diverse functions of organizations resulting in 
reforming operations for organizational success (Lee & Lee, 2000). 
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2.5.3 Cultural Change 
A corporate culture is the combination of values and characteristics that define an 
organization. It influences the way employees relate to each other, customers, 
shareholders and business partners (Fairbaim, 2005). Kotter (2002) argued that 
leaders change cultures by changing emotions and noted that skeptical or contented 
people often accept change only when they are confronted with real problems. It's 
through their hearts, not their minds, that they realize the need for change. This 
focus on emotions turns change management into much more of an art than a 
methodical endeavor. To be successful, managers should no longer look at 
themselves as operating with complete autonomy. Rather, they should consider 
themselves as operating within a federation of businesses that while independent, 
share common responsibilities (De Kool, 1999). Pascale et al. (1997) studied the 
leaders at Sears, Shell and the U. S. Army transforming attitudes and turning the 
changes permanent. De Kool (1999) opined that individuals who embrace the new 
culture, they find new chances to excel. 
Successfiil cultural change results from having a clear idea of kind of culture the 
business needs, identifying the specific attributes essential and managing the drivers 
that shape and influence culture. Rogers and Meehan (2007) described five steps to 
build a winning culture. Firstly, setting expectations regarding the new culture that is 
required and the process to be followed. Secondly, aligning the leadership team 
around a common vision and required behaviors. Thirdly, focusing the organization 
on delivering the business agenda, fourthly, managing the culture by managing the 
drivers of culture and lastly, communicating and celebrating. 
2.5.4 Structural Change 
An organization structure is the way in which the tasks and subtasks required to 
implement a strategy are arranged. Since restructuring refers to changing the 
organization structure in line with changes in environment and strategies, there is not 
one exact way to arrange the organizations (Kazmi, 2002). According to life cycle 
theory, structural transformation accompanies an organization's growth (Kimberly 
& Miles, 1980; Hannan & Freeman, 1984). At the same time, organizational 
changes occur on the basis of intended plans. Organizations change in response to 
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mission, strategy, system and structure (Burke & Litwin, 1992). Restructuring, 
reorganization, reengineering, delayering and flatter structures are the major ideas 
related with restructuring. Reengineering is the fundamental rethinking and radical 
design of business processes to achieve dramatic gains in cost, quality, service and 
speed whereas delayering indicates reducing the levels in the organizational 
hierarchy to facilitate improved commimication and control within the organization 
(Hammer & Champy, 1995). 'Relationship organizations' or 'virtual organizations" 
have emerged as the workforce becomes more mobile in response to changing 
organizational structures. A virtual corporation uses information technology to link 
various independent companies, suppliers, customers and even competitors to share 
skills, costs and access to one another's mistakes. Chien (2007) observed that a 
virtual organization has a very small core with many resources supported from 
outside, but without a physical set up. Flattened organizational structures push 
decision-making authority to the lowest levels of the organizational structure, which 
creates decentralized management and a distributed work force. Roebuck and Britt 
(2002) found that virtual teams and flattened structures permit organizations to be 
adaptable, flexible, distributed and economically competitive. 
Yasai-Ardekani (1986) developed a conceptual model combining ideas from 
organization theory and industrial economics. According to this model, objective 
industry envirormients influence managers' perceptions of their enviroimients and 
managers' perceptions influence structural adaptations. Also industry environments, 
individuals' characteristics and organizational structures influence managers' 
perceptions. In contrast with other models, this model examined managers' 
perceptions in terms of several dimensions. It was noted that managerial choice and 
organizational slack also affect structural adaptations to envirormients. Few studies 
considered competition as an important environmental attribute, where the 
researchers generally hypothesized that high levels of perceived competition lead to 
greater specialization, participation and decentralization (Khandwalla, 1981). 
2.6 RESEARCH ON MANAGEMENT OF CHANGE 
During the last few decades, organizations have been exposed to global environment 
changes (Ghoshal, 1987), workforce changes, an increasingly competitive 
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environment (David, 2006), technological changes (Connor, 1992; Wan berg & 
Banas, 2000) and an economic environment that is ever more volatile (Hoskisson et 
al,, 2000). The pace of change has become greater than ever before (By, 2005) and 
for the sake of survival organizations emphasize to anticipate and adapt to these 
changes (Kuhn, 1970; Drucker, 1999; Ford «& Gioia, 2000; Johansson, 2004: 
Friedman, 2005; Turner et al., 2009) through strategies including organizational 
redesign (Greenwood & Hinings, 1988), which usually represent altering the culture 
of the organization (Gilmore et al., 1997). Yet, there is limited knowledge about how 
to plan and implement changes in organizations (Burke, 2008). Researchers suggest 
that many organizational changes have not been as successful as intended and as 
smooth as planned (Fisher, 1994; Strebel, 1996; Beer «& Nohria, 2000; Higgs & 
Rowland, 2000; Hirschhom, 2002; Miller, 2002; Knodel, 2004; Sirkin et al., 2005: 
Haines et al., 2005; Kotter, 2008). Although, organizational change is identified as a 
constant (Vales, 2007), it is an important skill set for twenty-first century managers 
and leaders (Knowles, 1999; Beer & Nohria, 2000). Better understanding of the 
organizational change process, its multiple contexts and levels (Scott, 2001) and 
preferences during change have many positive outcomes. These include more 
effective change implementation, an alteration in the employees' behaviors, values 
or frameworks that underlie and explicitly form their progress (Katz «& Kahn, 1978; 
March, 1981; Marshak, 1993; Coghlan, 2000; Sullivan et al., 2002). Various 
researchers have called for a new organizational paradigm, where survivability, 
flexibility and thinking are key success factors. The steps of change process found 
most frequently in the literature are developing a clear, compelling vision (Kiel. 
1994; Schein, 2000; Cummings & Worley, 2004), moving the change vision to the 
group level (Harvey & Brown, 1996), individual employees' adoption of the change 
(Cameron & Quinn, 1999; Morgan & Brightman, 2001), sustaining the momentum 
of the change implementation (Kotter, 1995) and institutionalizing the change 
(Nadler & Tushman, 1990; Judson, 1991). 
Kotter (1996) implicitly encouraged executives to transform their businesses 
systematically and rationally. Abrahamson (2000) called this new approach to 
change as 'dynamic stability'. Companies are increasingly aware of the need to 
combat chaos, cynicism and burnout by using change tools that are less disruptive. 
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Oscillation between big changes and small changes helps ensure dynamic stability in 
organizations. To help managers in this decidedly challenging time, Hagel 111 et al. 
(2009) described change in three waves of transformation in the competitive 
landscape- foundations for major change, flows of resources such as knowledge and 
the impacts of the foundations and flows on companies and the economy. Beer et al. 
(1990) listed six steps to effective change: mobilizing commitment to change 
through joint diagnosis of business problems, developing a shared vision of how to 
organize and manage for competitiveness, fostering consensus for the new vision, 
spreading revitalization to all departments, institutionalizing revitalization through 
formal policies, systems and structures and finally, monitoring and adjusting 
strategies in response to problems in the revitalization process. Bjelland and Wood 
(2008) reviewed more than 50 well-documented transformations and compared them 
not only to the standard model but also to non-mainstream ideas about 
transformation. They foimd strong evidence that five distinct, reproducible ways of 
radically altering the organizations exist. The five kinds of transformations are 
holism (Kotter, 1996), ambidextrous form (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2004), acquisition 
or restructuring (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991), good to great (Collins, 2001) and 
improvisational transformation (Wood, 2007). 
Duck (2001) observed that change is a massive force which moves people's 
subconscious insecurities and undermines their energy to defend new practices 
during the change process, Nadler and Tushman (1990) suggested the need for 
allocation of adequate resources to turn the change efforts successful. Vales (2007) 
informed that senior decision makers' skill to utilize both formal and informal 
mechanisms that are culturally appropriate to the organization is a key determinant 
of useful change initiatives, Dafit (2008) discussed the importance to identify the 
process of implementing change, including utilization of change drivers and 
communication skills, Longo (2007) asserted that well planned change and adequate 
allocation of resources can result in change drivers, which intend to assist the 
implementation of the desired organizational change. Although there is no 
agreement regarding the characteristics of change drivers (Porras & Hoffer, 1996: 
Kemlgor et al., 2000; Pettigrew et al., 2001), Whelan-Berry et al. (2003a) identified 
them as events, activities or behaviors that facilitate the accomplishment of change. 
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The term 'change drivers' are used in two recurring ways. There are change drivers 
that facilitate the implementation of change throughout the organization and. 
particularly facilitate individual adoption of change initiatives. Also the term 
recognizes drivers of the need for a change, which are the sources to the desire or 
need for change in the organization. Drivers of the need for change encompass 
increasing globalization, emerging new internet capabilities and changes in 
consumer behavior (Thompson et al., 2010). In addition, new leadership, laws, 
regulations and competitors can also drive the need for change (Kehoe, 2000: 
Anonymous, 2009; Cappelli, 2009; Damore, 2009; Ndofor et al., 2009). Several 
change drivers have been researched more broadly, including leadership, vision, 
communication, training (Whelan-Berry et al., 2003a; Somerville & Dyke, 2008: 
Somerville, 2009) and participation (Whelan-Berry et al., 2003a; Turner et al.. 
2008). Sirkin et al. (2005) pointed out other soft issues like motivation and culture. 
In addition to these, changes in organizational structure, processes and human 
resource practices have also been repeatedly identified as change drivers (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1990; Bridges, 2003; Somerville & Dyke, 2008; Somerville, 2009). 
2.7 RESEARCH ON CHANGE MANAGEMENT APPROACHES 
Whereas many organizational change programs are originally perceived as being 
successful, long-term success has been elusive (Nadine & Persaud, 2003) and only 
one-third of total quality management and reengineering programs met their planned 
goEds (Porras & Robertson, 1992; Carr, 1996). Authors mention a range of reasons 
for failed change efforts, including a lack of urgency (Kotter & Cohen, 2002), 
contracting against the right issues and outcomes (Block, 2001) and lack of systems 
thinking (Burke, 1982, 2002; Burke & Litwin, 1992). Dyche (2002) developed a 
fi-amework for planning and initiating change management programs, capturing the 
hard factors of change management or those which can be quantified. These were 
project duration, team's performance integrity, employee commitment and employee 
effort. Andrews et al. (2008) examined the usefulness of organizational change 
theory for management practice. The researchers presented an exploratory and 
empirical study of managers where they analyzed managers' subsequent experiences 
of organizational change. It was found the complexities of managing change in 
practice reflect distinctive organizational environments and cultures. The skills and 
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knowledge which managers found most useful were those that facilitated them to 
"make sense" of the organizational change they subsequently experienced. 
2.7.1 Business Process Reengineering 
An approach that is often relied upon bringing change into organizations is business 
process reengineering. This approach focused on the examination of company's 
processes and re-defining them for greater competitive performance (Hammer. 
2003). This method concentrated on the idea that if the vision and objectives are 
clearly defined and articulated, employee buy-in to the suggested change will be 
increased (Davenport, 1992; Daft, 2008) The weaknesses of business process 
reengineering include a tendency to rely on lay-offs and headcount reductions to 
make the business process reengineering processes pay, a focus on streamlining 
processes that may or may not contribute to the claimed financial benefits of the 
reengineering of company's strategies and finally, a tendency to simplify the 
complex issues of bringing change into companies (Hammer, 2003). 
2.7.2 Speed of Change Model 
Conner (1993) suggested that each institution has an optimum speed of transition. 
He stated that each person is designed to respond to change at a unique pace. The 
speed of change model found it critical for organizations to be aware of the inherent 
nature of people to move through change at different paces. Some may take a long 
time to embrace change while others adapt quickly. When an institution attempts to 
implement change at a higher rates than their employees can comfortably absorb, 
there are undesirable effects (Conner, 1993). The adverse effects may include 
destructive behaviors such as illness, absenteeism, low morale, decreased 
motivation, anger and other forms of actions by employees which may lead to low 
productivity. A point exists at which humans can no longer incorporate change 
without experiencing undesirable effects. Cormer (1993) called the point as 'ftiture 
shock' and considered human resilience as the most important factor in increasing 
an individual's speed of change. The model concluded that those leading the change 
effort should be highly resilient for successfiil change initiatives. The assumption 
that people want to be resilient and not apathetic to manage significant amount of 
change is a limitation of this model. 
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2.7.3 Theories E and O of Change 
Beer and Nohria (2002) described two theories of change- theory E and O. Theory E 
is considered a hard approach to change as it focused on the economic value or the 
bottom line effects of change. When employers institute a mass layoff of employees 
in order to increase the company's financial bottom line, theory E is often cited as 
driving that organization initiative (Beer & Nohria, 2002). Theory O is softer 
approach to change. It aimed at developing corporate culture and human resources 
within the organization in response to change. Building trust, emotional support and 
commitment through commimication is the main focus of theory O of change. Beer 
and Nohria (2000) noted that the combination of two theoretical approaches results 
in greatest potential for success. "Companies that effectively combine hard and soft 
approaches to change can reap the big pay-offs in profitability and productivity, 
those companies are more likely to achieve a sustainable advantage and ...reduce 
the anxiety that grips whole societies in the face of corporate restructuring" (Beer & 
Nohria 2000, p. 134). 
There are also drawbacks of using the theory E approach. The employee trust ma> 
be lost which results in loss of marketable performers. Theory E also creates 
pressure on the leaders to be equivocal in their approach. Similar drawbacks are 
found in case of theory O as well. Both the theories are focused on the extremes of 
managing change. As a result, they are rarely used in isolation as the basis of 
defining the strategies for change (Beer & Nohria, 2002). 
2.7.4 Diffusion Theory 
Diffusion of innovation theory provides an academic construct for organizations 
planning to introduce change initiatives (Rogers, 2003). The adoption of new ideas 
is difficult to manage even if the advantages of change are obvious. This theory is 
based on communication theories as the iimovations introduced in organizations are 
defined, perceived and spread through channels of communication. The theory 
emphasized the methods by which information regarding irmovations or changes is 
transmitted throughout the organization. Rogers (2003) explained the rate of 
adoption of change initiatives with an S-shaped rate-of-adoption model. The early 
adopters accept the innovations first while the majority follows xmtil an innovation is 
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common. The assimilation of innovation is viewed as a social process since 
information is communicated from one person to the next in the organization. While 
the diffiision of innovation model does not take into account that the innovation 
itself may change as the number of adopters' increases, it does provide a link 
between communication and adoption of change. 
2.8 RESEARCH ON RESISTANCE TO CHANGE 
2.8.1 External and Internal Restraints to Change 
Schein (1999) observed organizations as dynamic entities that continually relate 
with an envirormient that is changing. He acquired an outside-in view and suggested 
that organizations are by nature dynamic and in a process of frequent interaction 
with an equally dynamic external environment, thus, leading to the view that 
organizational change is a consequence of the interaction or relationship with the 
external world. This interaction provides the impetus for change within 
organizations. Dynamics of the market, economic, political and societal trends, 
although external to an organization, influences an organization and exhibit the 
potential to serve as a strong force for change (Ulrich et al., 1999). Addressing 
external, environmental influences, Fletcher (1990) characterized change as an event 
that transpires when the organizational reality is no longer sufficient to meet the 
external demands or needs of the organization. Hannan and Freeman (1977) 
identified three external factors that can act as a limitation to changes in 
organizations: legal and fiscal barriers can hinder entry into and exit from markets, 
organizations may lack information available externally and external legitimacy 
claims may limit adaptation. 
Hannan and Freeman (1977) discussed the internal barriers to organizational change. 
Intemal constraints on the information received by the decision makers may restrain 
them from making significant changes such as organization's investment in plant 
equipment and specialized personnel. Hannan and Freeman (1977) identified 
organization's own history as one of the obstacles to change management since 
organizations enact their own enviroimients. If the efforts are not spread uniformK 
among sub-units, it can create inertial resistance to change (Van de Ven & Poole. 
1995; Gersick, 1991; Goleman, et al., 2002). Also, if other areas in the organization 
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do not recognize the need for change, change efforts may meet resistance and even 
fail (Brennan et al., 1996). A rational view of organizational behavior is that they 
develop formalized structures to identify roles and govern behavior. In a formalized 
structure, rigid rules and processes are intended to provide conformity and suppress 
innovation (Scott, 2003). It has been suggested to reduce resistance in order to 
institute radical change (Haveman et al., 2001). 
2.8.2 Resistance to Change 
The notion of "resistance to change" is often attributed to Kurt Lewin (1951). Lewin 
developed his concept "based on the 'person' as a complex energy field in which all 
behavior could be conceived of as a change in some state of a field" (Meurow, 1969. 
p. 30). The status quo represented equilibrium between the obstacles to change and 
the forces supporting change. It was considered some difference in these forces- a 
weakening of the barriers or a strengthening of the driving forces- was essential to 
produce the unfreezing that started a change. Emphasis was laid on the effectiveness 
to weaken the barriers than to strengthen the drivers (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). 
Scholars differ on the source of resistance in Lewin's analysis. Lewin's (1951) early 
force-field analysis clearly place the person at the center of attention, with forces for 
change battling against individual resistance to change such as habits, routines, fear 
of insecurity and the unknown (Coch & French, 1948; French & Bell, 1999; George 
& Jones, 2001). 
Traditionally seen as one of the first interventional studies in organization 
development, investigation by Coch and French (1948) in the Harwood 
Manufacturing Corporation was a classic study in organizational change efforts 
(Bemerth et al., 2007). Through a variety of experiments, Coch and French 
concluded that groups that were permitted to participate in the design and the 
development of the changes showed much lower resistance than those which did not 
participate (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). During the 1950s, resistance to change 
emerged as a key topic in management studies as a force to overcome. During the 
last sixty years, the traditional definition of resistance to change has crept into 
popular culture. Dent and Goldberg (1999) stated that resistance is universally 
accepted. Resistance is assumed, inevitable and must be conquered. This received 
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truth sees resistance to change as a psychological phenomenon in which resistance is 
sited within the individual and the manager's duty is to overcome that resistance 
(Dent & Goldberg, 1999). 
Lately, a few researchers have challenged the traditional view of resistance (Dent & 
Goldberg, 1999; Merron, 1993; Piderit, 2000). Piderit (2000) argued that resistance 
to change fails to capture the complexity of individuals' responses to proposed 
organizational changes. Individuals' responses to change can be explained as a 
continuum with recognition and active resistance as its extremities (Coetsee, 1999). 
Piderit (2000) uses the term 'ambivalence' to better capture the range of possible 
responses to change. To succumb, to survive, to be resilient and to thrive are four 
possible responses to change (O'Leary & Icovics, 1995; Carver, 1998). At the 
lowest level of performance, an individual will succumb to a change. The individual 
continues a downward slide in which the initial detrimental effect is compounded 
and the individual eventually surrenders (Carver, 1998). O'Leary (1992) depicts 
survival as continuing to function, but in an impaired fashion. At the next level, 
considered resilient, an individual survives the change with a decrement related with 
the initial challenge then continues to perform at the same level as prior to change 
(O'Leary, 1992). Finally, employees emerge from disruptive and traumatic events 
with newly developed skills (Carver, 1998). Such individuals move beyond the 
original level of psychological functioning to thrive (O'Leary, 1992). 
Researchers have commenced to show that not all resistance is equivalent. Oreg 
(2006) builds off of Piderit's explanation of ambivalence and introduces three types 
of resistance: cognitive, affective and behavioral. He explained that different forms 
of resistance can indicate different types of antecedents and thus would point to 
different measures for alleviating resistance (Oreg, 2006). George and Jones (2001) 
suggested that resistance to change embraces both cognitive and affective 
components. Piderit (2000) categorized past empirical studies into three different 
emphases in conceptualizations of resistance: as a behavioral, cognitive and an 
emotional state. These components reflect three different manifestations of people's 
evaluation of an object or circumstances (McGuire, 1985). 
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Individual Responses to Change 
Organizational scholars have shown that the success of change initiatives may be 
determined by the individual's response to the change. An organization's functioning 
is composed of the functioning of all its members. Thus, it can only change when 
members' behavior changes (Tannenbaum, 1971; Goodman & Dean, 1982). Change 
in individual organizational members' behavior is at the core of organizational 
change (Robertson et al., 1993). It is not possible for an organization to change in 
meaningful ways imless employees believe differently, think differently and behave 
differently (Harlan-Evans, 1994; Woodman & Dewitt, 2004). 
Change is indeed disruptive to organizations, but even more so, it is quite disruptive 
to the individual. All things considered, the effect of change on individuals is 
substantial. In many respects, it is the emotional dimension of resistance that must 
be managed throughout the life of the change event (Pendlebury et al.. 1998). 
Forceful emotions can be brought out through the process of change within 
organizations (Bartunek, 1984). In fact, scholars argue that every event of change 
will elicit some type of resistance that will manifest itself in emotions such as 
depression, mania, irritability, fear, anger, denial, avoidance, disturbing or obsessive 
thoughts (Levy & Merry, 1986; Conner, 1996; Vakola et al., 2003). Change can be 
so interfering that even individuals directly unaffected by a change initiative can be 
affected through survivor guilt (Noer, 1997). 
In order to adequately investigate the individual change processes, there is a need to 
include individual and collective activities, actions and events as they unfold 
overtime. Poole and Van de Van (2004) suggested that individual change is created 
by organization's socialization processes, training programs, planned programmatic 
efforts and the numerous day-to-day influences stemming from interpersonal 
interactions with managers and supervisors. These influences can alter the individual 
behavior and characteristics. These alterations are defined as individual change. 
Behavioral Responses to Change 
Resistance is generally associated with negative attitudes or with counterproductive 
performances (Waddell & Sohal, 1998). As a result, portraying resistance in terms of 
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behavior has been common in past empirical studies. Coch and French (1948) 
studied undesirable behaviors associated with resistance. Zander (1950) found 
symptoms of resistance including hostility, sloppy effort, fawning and 
submissiveness. Other behaviors examined in past studies include defiance or 
omission (Ashforth & Mael, 1998), turnover (Probst, 2003), workplace deviance 
(Robmson & Bennett, 1995), denial (Scott & Jaffe, 1988) and cynicism (Wanous et 
al., 2000). Other scholars like Sagie et al. (1985) identified positive behaviors 
associated with change, including compliance behavior. 
Though empirical results identify behaviors, they fall short to notice the full 
scenario. Watson (1982) found that managers often identify resistance negatively 
since they observe employees who resist as disobedient. The so-called "resistant" 
behavior can be motivated if employees believe that the actions are in the best 
interest of the company. Voice as a response to dissatisfaction is a constructive 
feedback that sends a clear message from employees to higher levels in the 
organization (Hirschman, 1970; Farrell, 1983; Van & LePine, 1998). However. 
Bryant (2006) argued that voice usually carries disregard and considered as an act of 
resistance, particularly in the context of an organizational change. When it comes to 
their identity, employees lose their sense of teamwork and alignment with the entire 
enterprise and begin to seek the safety of their particular profession, union, function 
or location (Pascale et al., 1997). Study on obedience to authority indicates that 
resistance might be motivated by individuals' desires to act in accordance with their 
ethical principles (Milgram, 1965; Modigliani & Rochat, 1995). 
Resistance should not be approached negatively since it plays a useful role in an 
organizational change effort (Waddell & Sohal, 1998). It helps ensure that the 
changes are appropriate, well thought out and are likely to achieve the planned 
results. Maurer (1996) discussed, "resistance is what keeps us Irom attaching 
ourselves to every boneheaded idea that comes along" (p. 57). Waddell and Sohal 
(1998) argued that resistance opens path for exploring alternative methods and 
results to synthesize the existing conflicting opinions. Resistance to change is a 
complex phenomenon caused by a variety of factors. While behaviors are easily 
identifiable in empirical studies, the motivation causing the resistance is less 
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transparent. Thus, it is impossible to label all resistance as negative. There are many 
times when resistance is the most effective response available. 
Emotional Responses to Change 
Howard (2006) argues that emotions help to deal with challenges and threats, set 
new goals and leam new behavior. Dyck et al. (2006) confirmed that there are 
positive and negative emotions. Positive emotions have positive effect on cognition 
and performance whereas negative emotions have adverse impact on thoughts and 
behavior, which in turn influences the employee job involvement. Kanter (1983) 
states, "change is disturbing when it is done to us, exhilarating when it is done by 
us" (p. 64). Many studies have related employee resistance to emotions. 
Fundamental change in personnel, strategy, identity or other major organizational 
issues often generates intense emotions (Bartunek, 1984). Multiple emotional are 
identified that a person can experience during change processes, such as equilibrium, 
denial, anger, bargaining, chaos, depression, resignation, openness, readiness and re-
emergence (Vakola et al., 2003). Bovey and Hede (2001) observed that all these 
reactions to change are normal since the change process begins from known to 
unknown. 
The association of change with the loss of one's control, one's routines, one's 
traditions and one's relationships is often mentioned among the main motives for 
resisting change (Isabella, 1990; Kanter et al., 1992; Cox, 1997). Argyris and Schon 
(1974, 1978) argued that resistance occurs from defensive routines which are caused 
by anxiety and fiiistration (Menzies, 1998). Resistance has also been linked to the 
perceived danger to one's security or embedded habits or as fear of the unknown or 
even as loss of status (Kanter, 1984; Neck, 1996). Eriksson (2004) highlighted the 
role of emotions formed by past change initiatives. The past change programs leaves 
a residue of emotions, often expressed as fatigue and general lethargy (Eriksson. 
2004). Coch and French (1948) recognized a more emotional component of 
resistance. Their preliminary theory of resistance described forces that they assumed 
produced frustration in employees and caused the undesirable behaviors (Piderit. 
2000). Deep-rooted values and emotional loyalty (Kruger, 1996; Strebel, 1996) 
emerged as other sources of employee resistance. 
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Cognitive Responses to Change 
An individual's reaction to change is influenced by situational appraisals that reflect 
the individual's cognitive assessment about effect on comfort level by a situation or 
an event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Cognitive resistance revolves around rational 
assessments of the need for change, its probability of success and the effect of 
change on the individual (Armenakis & Harris, 2002). Decisional balance models 
suggest that individuals prepare for action when the perceived benefits of change 
outweigh the probable risks of change (Prochaska et al., 1994). A lot of studies 
focused on the role of schema in these assessments (Bartunek & Moch, 1984, 1987). 
Schemas are the abstract cognitive structures that contain knowledge about a kind of 
stimulus or concept, its features or attributes and the interconnections between its 
attributes (Fiske & Linville, 1980). 
Lau (1990) identified three dimensions of a schema: a causality dimension, which 
provides the knowledge framework explaining why change occurs; a valence 
dimension, which is an attribute of a schema that allows a person to evaluate the 
implication of a specific event, process, person or relationship and an inference 
dimension, which facilitates a person to make inferences by specifying the 
likelihood of the occurrence of events or behaviors (Msweli-Mbanga & Potwana. 
2006). Individuals use schema to interpret the change and alter their mind-sets only 
if they believe that something is wrong and needs to be changed (Armenakis & 
Harris, 2002; Lawson & Price, 2003). hidividuals do not fear change when there is a 
reasonable probability of success (Lau & Woodman, 1995). A change schema is a 
critical unit in organizing and integrating information to arrive at a specific attitude 
toward change (Lau & Woodman, 1995). 
2.9 RESEARCH ON CHANGE ENABLERS 
In a rapidly changing environment, there is a need to enhance skills at identifying 
resistance to change and at deciding the appropriate means for overcoming it (Kotter 
&SchIesinger, 1979). 
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2.9.1 Imparting Education 
Researchers note that training provides an understanding of the change initiative and 
related new knowledge, skills or behaviors (Schneider et al., 1994; Alvesson, 2002). 
Employees learn new technology, work processes, routines and behaviors which 
represent the change vision. Change related training has been linked to the steps of 
moving the change vision to the group or individual level and individual employee 
adoption of change initiatives (Bramley, 1989; Camevale et al., 1990; Goldstein. 
1993; Harrison, 1995; Bennet et al., 1999; Whelan-Berry et al., 2003a; Whelan-
Berry & Alexander, 2005), Mainly training is linked with developing understanding 
and necessary skills, values or frameworks related to the change initiative (Bramley. 
1989; Camevale et al., 1990; Goldstein, 1993; Whelan-Berry et al., 2003a; Whelan-
Berry & Alexander, 2005), 
2.9.2 Communication 
Commimication is the exchange of information between a sender and a receiver and 
the perception of meaning between the individuals involved (Kreitner & Kinicki. 
1995), so as to attain a common understanding (George & Jones, 1998; Hardy et al.. 
2000). Communication plays a pivotal role in joining all human activities that link 
people together and create relationships (Kim et al,, 1995; Schneider et al., 1996: 
Duncan & Moriarty, 1998; Taylor et al., 2001; Jones et al., 2004). It sends a clear 
message about the reason behind the need for change (Schein, 1985; Allen-Meyer. 
2001; WhelMi-Berry et al„ 2003a), advises employees of the change vision, as well 
as related strategies for achieving the change vision (Nadler &, Tushman. 1990: 
Kotter & Heskett, 1992) and further develop employees' understanding of and 
commitment to the ongoing change implementation (Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Pollitt. 
2004). 
The content of communication refers to the message that is transmitted (Mohr & 
Nevin, 1990). It can be verbal or non-verbal, intentional or unintentional. The 
content in the message which is the central part of the communication (Shelby, 
1998), when received and imderstood by the other party in the relationship, leads to 
a desirable outcome of communication (Sengupta et al., 2000). Organizational 
leaders are advised to manage language and communication by selecting the correct 
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vocabulary to reflect the desired organizational identity (Butcher & Atkinson, 2001). 
D' Aprix and Gay (2006) and Allen et al. (2007) focus on the responsibility of 
senior management to communicate orgeinizational change. Larkin and Larkin 
(1996) suggested that change leaders should communicate only facts rather 
communicating values. Focus should be on face-to-face commimication. For sharing 
change message, leaders should not rely on videos, publications or large meetings. 
The vision needs to be communicated to the group and individual levels (Minings et 
al., 1991; Whelan-Berry, 2005), enlightening and influencing employees that the 
change is important (Koehler & Pankowski, 1997). Communication is often crucial 
to individual change adoption (Cameron & Green, 2004) and also addresses 
resistance to change (Schein, 1985). Weick (1995) opined that effective 
communication allow organizational employees to develop their identities, make 
sense of incoherence and uncertainty and deal with anxieties (Gabriel, 2000). 
Regular communication helps to highlight important issues and motivate 
organizational members to continue to work (Nadler & Tushman, 1990). Studies 
have shown that manager's communication strategies may affect the level of success 
of the implementation of an organizational change initiative (Douglas et al., 2006; 
Frahm & Brown, 2007). Klein (1996) tells that a very small and exclusive group of 
employees is involved in the change process during the initial stages. Those who are 
not initially included in the communication often show anxiety and resistance. Due 
to ineffective communication during organizational change, employees might not be 
certain about their responsibilities and result could be role ambiguity, role conflict 
and interpersonal conflicts, collectively known as job stressors (Suzy, 2001). In a 
research, Goodman and Truss (2004) showed that 73% of the total employees felt 
that management was not in touch with employees' concerns and that a 
communication plan was lacking. A lack of information, however, does not build 
trust and a countervailing dynamic develops (Graham, 2002). 
Munter (2006) identified five interactive variables which affect strategic 
communication: the communicator strategy, the audience strategy, the message 
strategy, the channel choice strategy and the cultural context strategy. Cawsey and 
Deszca (2007) summarized that effective communication plan in four stages which 
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include obtaining pre-change approval, creating the need for change, developing 
milestones and midstream change processes and confirming the change success. 
2.9.3 Participation and Involvement 
Employee participation in change initiative activities expands the understanding of 
employees regarding change initiatives and boost commitment to the change 
program (Kennedy, 1994; Howe & Johnson, 1995; Pascale et al., 1997; Whelan-
Berry et al,, 2003a; Turner et al., 2008). As individual employees participate in 
change related activities, they return to their group with a more comprehensive 
knowledge of the change initiative. They recognize the meaning of change vision, its 
benefits and challenges for their group (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). 
However, despite increased organizational efforts to empower employees, 
encountering resistance is often unsuccessful (Locke & Schweiger, 1979; Griffin. 
1988; Wagner, 1994). Beer et al. (1990) conducted studies of change programs in 12 
different companies and realized most employees do not work unless everyone is 
actively involved. With a participative change effort, the initiators pay attention to 
the people involved in change process and make use of their suggestions (Kotter & 
Schlesinger, 2008). 
2.9.4 Leadership 
Cauldron (1999) defined change management as the ability of executives to embrace 
change even when people do not want to change. Organizational leadership behavior 
influences events in work environment that facilitate the change process (Trice & 
Beyer, 1991; Schein, 1992; Drucker, 1999; Howkins, 2001; Waldersee & Eagleson. 
2002; Woodward & Hendry, 2004; Gilley, 2005; Taylor-Bianco & Schermerhom. 
2006), Useful change requires dedication and must be driven by high quality 
leadership which demonstrates commitment to its success (Stanleigh, 2008). 
Locander and Luechauer (2007) looked at leader as inquirer. Leaders need to spend 
more time asking questions, generating possibilities, enhancing strengths and 
charting new courses of action than solving problems and issuing directives. Inquiry 
can provide the information and energy necessary to facilitate meaningfiil dialogue, 
build conununity, envision the future and seize opportunities. Senior leaders are 
advised to hold themselves and group leaders accountable for moving the vision to 
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the group and individual levels (Minings et al., 1991; Whelan-Berry & Alexander. 
2007). 
Yukl (2006) notified that countering resistance to change that starts with fear of the 
fixture requires a leader who is passionate about making change part of the 
company's culture. Employee adoption of the change initiative can be facilitated by 
leaders persuading employees to personally contribute to it (Strebel, 1996) and 
actively managing employees' dysftmctional emotions and resistance to the change 
initiative (Recardo, 1995). Prosci (2006) and Watkins (2009) suggested that the first 
goal for a new leader is to build credibility and create a general sense among 
employees that momentum is building for positive change. An involvement plan 
spread by senior management assist employees to accept change that affects them 
positively and resist change that affects them negatively (Prosci, 2006; Lewis. 
2007). Yukl (2006) suggested that effective leadership behaviors can initiate and 
sustain the momentum of transforming initiatives into high value and lasting 
business strategies in numerous ways such as paying attention to the progress of the 
change initiative, eliminating hindrances encountered, developing suitable 
structures, establishing required monitoring mechanisms (Trice & Beyer, 1991) and 
communicating the relationship between the change efforts and organizational 
success (Kotter, 1995). Cauldron (1999) and Aguire et al. (2004) found that 
managers showing empathy for those affected by change gain trust and support for 
the strategies involved. Mmtzberg (2009) focused on the role of leaders promoting 
the idea of "community", which is the social glue that binds all together for the 
greater good. While top leadership support is critical, leadership support fi-om 
leaders throughout the organization including teams, departments and locations is 
critical to successful change implementation (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). 
2.9.5 Short-Term Wins 
It has been insisted that short-term and visible wins are essential to keep people 
moving forward. It reminds employees willing to change that the change process is 
working successfiilly and alerts those resistant to change that the change is 
important. The role of short-term wins is complex and deliberate. These are not 
intended to be welcome by-products of the change effort, but planned and expected 
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results that keep the focus on the change effort. Specifically, they provide evidence 
that changes are important, motivate change agents, help revise vision and strategies, 
undermine cynics and self-serving resisters, keep bosses on board and build 
momentum (Kotter, 1996). 
2.9.6 Aligned Human Resources Practices 
Numerous human resource practices are discussed as a source to activate 
modifications in the organization. These practices include recruitment, training, 
criteria for performance appraisal, socialization of new employees and incentives 
and rewards (Schneider et al., 1994; Schein, 2000; Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Cameron 
& Green, 2004). Aligned human resource practices alter the employee performance 
criteria, appraisals and rewards to reflect the change vision. It indicates the 
importance of change in individual behaviors for successful change management 
(Cameron & Quinn, 1999). Charan (2001) and Kotter and Cohen (2002) identified 
aligned human resource practices as decisive to change success. As change 
management continues, other human resource practices should be aligned with 
change initiatives as well, such as incentives and rewards are also supposed to be 
aligned with the organizational change efforts (Williams et al., 1989; Kotter &. 
Heskett, 1992; Hall et al., 1993; Schumacher, 1997; Lindquist, 2000; Cameron & 
Green, 2004). The kinds of employees retained, hired and promoted (Schneider et 
al., 1994) or the socialization of new employees (Harrison & Carroll, 1991) assists 
in circulating the messages regarding the significance of the change program. Burke 
(2008) suggested that these practices sustain the momentum of the change 
implementation. 
2.9.7 Change Vision 
Simply establishing a clear and compelling change vision in response to a need for 
change is not enough, unless employees and relevant stakeholders adjust to the 
vision (Whelan-Berry, 1997; Whelan-Berry, 2005; Brenner, 2008; Burke, 2008). 
The vision must be compelling to and accepted by individual employees (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1990; Kotter, 1995; Recardo, 1995). When employees and stakeholders 
accept change vision, it directly engages them in the change implementation and 
confirms that they believe in the decisions by the organization (Whelan-Berry, 1997; 
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Riis et al., 2001; Gradwell, 2004; Brenner, 2008; Palmer & Dunford, 2008). The 
majority of failed change initiatives and their leaders have a vision which is not 
specific or compelling to employees and thus, it is not acknowledged by employees 
(Minings et al., 1991; Whelan-Berry et al., 2003a; Whelan-Berry, 2005). An 
accepted change vision is linked more often to the early stages of the change 
process, specifically moving the vision to the group level and sometimes, with 
individual adoption of change initiatives (Hinings et al., 1991; Whelan-Berry et al.. 
2003a; Whelan-Berry, 2005). 
2.9.8 Facilitation and Support 
Another way to deal with potential resistance to change is to provide support (Kotter 
& Schlesinger, 2008). This process might mclude providing training in new skills, 
giving employees time off after a demanding period and providing an emotional 
support. Facilitation and support are most helpful when there is a need to overcome 
fear and anxiety. Tough managers often overlook or ignore this kind of resistance, as 
well as the efficacy of facilitative ways of dealing with it. 
2.9.9 Structure and Control Processes 
Studies have investigated that organizational structures and processes such as 
planning, budgeting, reporting, operation, customer and technology systems can 
enhance the effectiveness of a change initiative (Hall et al., 1993; Kim et al., 1995; 
Galpin, 1996, Porras & Hoffer, 1996), Systems and processes measure and assess 
the change initiative and allow the organization to take corrective actions when 
essential (VoUman, 1996; Hennessey, 1998; Cameron & Green, 2004). Depending 
on the nature of the change initiative, planning and budgeting systems (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1990; Cameron & Green 2004; Worley & Lawler, 2006), policies and 
procedures (Baker, 1980; Nadler & Tushman, 1990) and management information 
systems (Davis, 1984; Hall et al„ 1993) may need to be changed. Recardo (1995) 
noted that as the change in the structures and processes of organizations is 
experienced by the organizational members, it presents fiirther evidence that the 
change is real, potentially reducing resistance and contributing to successful change 
implementation (Johnson et al., 2001; Smith, 2003). 
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2.10 RESEARCH ON CHANGE MANAGEMENT IN VARIOUS SECTORS 
2.10.1 Change Management in Academic Environment 
Educational institutions at all levels- primary, secondary and post-secondary, are 
facing a variety of forces which affect their sustainability and achievement. 
McCuddy (2008) distinguished four major factors influencing the post-secondary 
teaching and learning organizations. Firstly, the demands of organizations which rise 
in globalizing economy, secondly, the need for appropriate and timely decisions, 
thirdly, the impact of technology on individuals and organizations and lastly, the 
need for addressing a crisis of ethics and values in economic, social and political 
institutions. Torraco et al. (2005) notified that higher education institutions have 
been and continue to be influenced by the changes in their ultimate markets. In 
today's changing academic environment, while stakeholders' expectations have 
risen and resources have diminished, leaders at higher education institutions are 
confronted with increase in demands to transform educational institutions. As 
operating costs rise and government subsidies decline, colleges and universities 
compete intensely to attract students and to generate revenues. Boyett (1996) and 
Newman et al. (2004) highlighted that higher education institutions face greater 
scrutiny and accountability from outside agencies that impact accreditation, ftinding 
and financial aid resources. 
A plethora of articles and monographs were published between 1997 and 1999 on 
change management issues. It supported the elements of work of change 
management theorists which suggested that commimication, vision, followership. 
short-term wins, training and re-culturing are critical to success (Alfred & Carter. 
1998; Carter, 1998; Lorenzo, 1998). Randall & Coakley (2006) demonstrated that 
the changes needed for academic institutions to flourish have larger potential for 
success if decision-makers view leadership as a process that needs innovation and 
input from all related stakeholders. Heifetz (1994) suggested that adaptive leadership 
adopted by impacted stakeholders is responsive to the competitive higher education 
market. Most organizational change programs in schools follow collaborative 
problem-solving pattern (Cummings & Worley, 1993) which involves academic 
administrators, faculty, students and various external constituencies (Popham. 2007). 
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Organizational change initiatives in educational institutions also exercise action 
research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Elliott, 1991; Hollingsworth, 1997; Greenwood & 
Levin, 1998; Kemmis & McTaggert, 2000; Ainscow et al., 2004; Guishard et al.. 
2005; Torraco et al., 2005). The whole process of reviewing and redesigning 
curricula is an exercise in managing change. Applying knowledge and techniques 
such as student feedback act as an important source of diagnostic input in the change 
process (McCuddy et al., 2008). 
Stich (2008) explored the process of change in community colleges and aimed to 
discover the tactics for successfiil transformational change, through a synthesis of 
the change efforts of four colleges. It was found that change strategies recommended 
by the experts (Kotter, 1996; Carter & Alfred, 1999; Kanter, 2000; Fullan, 2001; 
Drapeau, 2002; Eddy, 2002; Kezar & Eckel, 2002) were effective. It was advocated 
that community colleges employ an integrative, relational and contextual approach 
to change. The strategies utilized are building trust, generating clarity of vision, 
developing change expertise, employing interactive communication strategies, 
creating capacity through professional development and aligning structures, 
procedures and systems. Wong and Cheimg (2009) highlighted the education and 
curriculum reform initiated in Hong Kong in 2000 and 2001 respectively. The 
education reform focused on concerns related to the academic structure, curricula, 
assessment mechanisms, whereas the curriculum reform aimed to develop students" 
interest in learning, creativity, communication skills and sense of dedication. 
2.10.2 Change Management in Health Care Sector 
The 1980s and 1990s witnessed a substantial wave of organizational restructuring 
among hospitals and physicians, as health providers rethought their organizational 
roles given perceived market imperatives. Mergers, acquisitions, internal 
restructuring and new interorganizational relationships occurred at a record pace 
(BazzoUi et al., 2004). Golden (2006) observed that healthcare managers face 
additional challenges such as disparate stakeholders groups, many objectives to 
achieve, professional autonomy of physicians and nurses and lack of information 
essential to manage the change process. Golden (2006) developed a four-stage 
healthcare change framework with study of change in other sectors (Kotter. 1996: 
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Tushman & O'Reilly, 1997), The four stages are determining desired end state, 
assessing readiness for change, broadening support and organizational redesign and 
finally, reinforcing and sustaining change. McCarthy (2005) issued guidelines to 
help new nurse managers adjust to their roles, create climates of growth, create a 90-
day plan, keep resisters close, select popular battles and find the right people. Albert 
(2010) reported that a medical instruments company that manufactured medical 
instruments to aid in the diagnosis and treatment of cardiovascular disease 
implemented an organizational change program. Egan (2008) examined the 
relationships among organizational culture, leadership style and motivation to 
transfer learning while studying 354 health care providers in three of the largest 
health care organizations in the United States of America. The findings showed that 
employee motivation to exchange learning was highly related with innovative and 
supportive subcultures. It was discovered that bureaucratic subcultures negatively 
influenced motivation to transfer learning. 
2.11 RESEARCH ON CHANGE MANAGEMENT AND CORPORATE REALITIES 
2.11.1 Change Management and Human Resources 
New organizational needs arise that don't readily fit into any of today's traditional 
fiinctional areas but imply a broader mandate for human resources. The need for a 
reconceived, higher value-added human resources capability has emerged. Martin et 
al. (2005) tested a theoretical model of employee adjustment during organizational 
change based on Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) cognitive phenomenological 
fi^mework. The model hypothesized that psychological climate variables would 
perform as coping resources and predict better adjustment during change. Results 
showed that employees with positive perceptions of the organization and 
environment were more likely to appraise change favorably and report better 
adjustment in terms of higher job satisfaction, psychological well-being and 
organizational commitment. Chien (2007) illustrated an understanding of human 
resource practices for organizational change in Taiwan where development of 
human resource management practices in the organizational culture context was 
explored. The researcher provided some disciplines for business to develop an in-
depth knowledge of organizational change. Globalization, economic restructuring. 
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cross-border Asian investments and changing organizational work patterns were 
human resource development trend in Taiwan. 
2.11.2 Change Management and Culture 
Various theorists (Kotter, 1996; Carter & Alfred, 1999; Kanter, 2000; Fullan, 2001; 
Drapeau, 2002; Eddy, 2002; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Bridges, 2003) discussed the 
centrality of grounding any new change into the culture of the organization. Change 
without re-culturing is temporary and there exists a tendency to slide back toward 
stasis without the re-culturing process. Fullan (2001) suggested that re-culturing 
allows the organization to "activate and deepen moral purpose through collaborative 
work cultures that respect differences and constantly build and test knowledge 
against measurable results" (p. 44). Kotter (1996) asserts, "culture changes only 
after you have successfiilly altered people's actions, after the new behavior produces 
some group benefit for a period of time, and after people see the connection between 
the new actions and the performance improvement" (p. 156). 
Larkin and Larkin (1996) opined that the effective way to communicate a value is to 
act in accordance with it and provide others the incentive to perform the same. 
Graham (2002) suggested two ways to achieve openness and honesty. Firstly, 
leaders must narrate dramatic stories about the most complex, defining moments in 
the company's history and secondly, shared experiences must be created that solidify 
a culture of honesty. A deep and long-term cultural change requires an integrated 
approach that remodels a company's social system (Charan, 2006). Ram Charan's 
article, "Home Depot's Blueprint for Culture Change," is the story of how two 
people Bob Nardelli and Dennis Donovan together developed what Charan called a 
"social architecture" for cultural change at Home Depot. Social architecture referred 
to collective ways in which people work together across an organization to support 
the business model. The tools for cultural change that Home Depot employed fell 
into several categories: metrics (which portrayed what the culture values and made 
clear what people will be held accountable for), processes (which modified the way 
of doing work and thus integrated the new culture into the organization); programs 
(which generated support for and provided the first demonstration of the new 
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culture's effectiveness) and structures (which offered a framework for the new 
culture to grow, often by changing where and how choices are made). 
2.11.3 Change Management and Strategy 
History suggests that the huge successes of Alexander, Napoleon, Stalin, Hitler and 
Rommel were the result of strategic planning on the battlefield (McNeilly, 2003; 
Rempt, 2003; Duffy, 2004). Strategy in business involves solving the problems of 
demand and supply. On the basis of command and control, the strategy has produced 
many decisions in huge organizations over past 500 years. One of the characteristics 
was tight control from the top (Montero, 2001; Daley et al., 2002; Pech & Slade. 
2003). hi the late 1800s, Gustavus Swift created one of the first corporate strategies. 
Swdft, who manufactured refrigerated railway cars, launched the practice of 
vertically integrated distribution which allowed companies form a supply chain 
through a hierarchy of control to transport meat from mid-western ranches to 
population centers in the eastern United States. This strategy resulted as a 
competitive advantage for the firm (Grewal & Dharwadkar, 2002; Langlois, 2003; 
Strijbosch et al., 2003). During the 1920s, most of corporate strategy had to deal 
with price wars consolidation and monopoly power employing a management style 
known as Planning, Organizing, Leading and Controlling (POLC). 
During World War II era, strategy formulation played an important role in the mass 
production of consumable products and services (Conte & Gransberg, 2001; Averett. 
2004; Harp, 2004; Bogle, 2005). The corporate strategies of the 1940s led to an 
increase in the government's intervention to regulate markets. American 
corporations continued to devise hierarchical strategies to align foreign interests 
with those of the headquarters at home (Anastakis, 2004; Jacobson, 2004; Trebing, 
2004). In the 1960s, strategic thought moved from its command and control focus of 
the past to an emphasis on plarming. In 1962, strategy as a separate business role 
turned into an iterative and deliberate practice. Strategic decisions led to the 
restructuring of a firm to yield the competitive advantage. There was an association 
between strategic planning and the organizational structure of the firm (Oliver. 
2002; Rejc, 2004). General Electric used strategic plarming methods to build up the 
profit impact of marketing strategy, which enhanced capital allocation to the many 
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business units within the diversified internal environment (Leavy, 2003). In the 
1990s, Henry Mintzberg argued that corporate strategy needed to keep pace with the 
marketplace. Strategic planners began to develop and use more sophisticated 
information technology. The popularity of the internet in the mid 1990s shifted the 
focus of strategic theorists to the role of technology in strategic planning (Makadok 
& Barney, 2001). 
2.11.4 Change Management and Organizational Performance & Effectiveness 
Hammer (2004) discusses about operational innovation, the invention and 
deployment of new ways of doing work. Operational innovation means launching 
entirely new ways for various processes like filling orders, developing products, 
providing customer service or doing any other activity that an enterprise performs. 
Hammer (2004) highlights success stories of Wal-Mart, Toyota and Dell after 
setting up operational innovation. Wal-Mart pioneered many innovations in how it 
purchased and distributed goods. One of the best known of these is cross-docking, in 
which goods trucked to a distribution center from suppliers are immediately 
transferred to trucks bound for stores, without ever being placed into storage. 
Brown (2002) reported the redesigning copiers by Xerox. In the early 1980s, Xerox's 
copier business faced a big problem which was tackled by changing the copier 
design. Even Internet companies such as eBay, Amazon.com and America Online 
recognized that they need to manage the changes associated with rapid 
entrepreneurial growth. Govindrajan & Trimble (2005) spent many years to explore 
the change journey of numerous organizations like New York Times Company. 
Analog Devices, Coming, Hasbro, Cisco, Unilever, Kodak, Johnson & Johnson. 
Nucor, Stora Enso and the Thomson Corporation. Johnson et al. (2008) narrated 
Apple's success story. Apple was not the first to bring digital music players to 
market. A firm called Diamond Multimedia introduced the Rio in 1998. Best Data 
was another company to introduce the Cabo 64 in 2000. But, Apple's superior 
technology and true irmovation made downloading digital music easy and 
convenient. Kanter (2008) identified CEMEX which launched companywide 
program to identify and disseminate best practices and standardize business 
processes globally using information technology platforms. The aim was to foster 
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similarity in areas where sameness would make progression easier. For example, in 
every plant of the company, pipes carrying natural gas were painted one color, and 
pipes containing air were painted another color. This made it simple for transferring 
employees or visiting managers not to waste time upon their arrival figuring out the 
setup. The same sense was followed for other plant configuration systems, financial 
recording systems and requisition systems. 
2.12 CHANGE MANAGEMENT: INDIAN SCENARIO 
Researchers emphasize that the national culture influences the effectiveness of 
change interventions in different situations (Golembiewski, 2000). The development 
of £iction strategies to manage the resistance to change is likely to represent a 
significant part of any change process in the context of India (Bezboruah, 2008) 
India has a high-context culture where work relationships are personalized rather 
than contractual (Sinha, 2000) and many influences such as authoritarian practices 
within the family, the educational system, society's hierarchical structure and 
religious institutions act together to create a strong sense of dependence (Dayal. 
1999). Researchers concluded that different mechanisms are prescribed which 
facilitate change management in Indian organizations (Singh & Bhandarker, 1990; 
Blythe et al., 1997; Srivastava, 2003; Prasad & Sayeed, 2006; Sharma, 2007). 
Successful change management requires effective leadership at the top (Irani, 2004; 
Page & Pearson, 2004) and sensitization of the top-level executives 
(Bandyopadhyay, 1998; Singh &. Bhandarker, 2002). Institutionalizing and 
internalizing these efforts are essential when attempting to bring about change (Garg 
& Singh, 2005). Organizational change in several Indian Government organizations 
is a combination of both psychological and leadership-related impediments affect 
the change efforts (Ramnarayan, 2003). 
Although many Indian organizations have been using change interventions, very few 
cases have been well recognized (Bandyopadhyay, 1998). Garg (2007) conducted a 
study to explore the status of socio-technical change in Indian automobile industry. 
He found implementation of change in various areas of change management in 
Indian automobile industry like technology, systems, structure, people and culture. 
The study also highlighted wide capacity for fiirther change in the industry. 
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Bhatnagar et al. (2010) examined the developments in the area of organizational 
change with reference to the context of India. The results focused on trust building 
and belongingness for the employees, establishing a high-performance orientation, 
quality improvements and the transformations at North Delhi Power Limited. The 
study indicated various ways to improve the efficiency at North Delhi Power 
Limited in order to adapt rapidly to changing Indian business environment. North 
Delhi Power Limited, India, recaptured the need to integrate people-related 
dimensions of change management strategies. These dimensions comprised of 
formation of an efficient top management team, the identification of core problems, 
developing clear targets for change, establishing clear benchmarks to follow and 
designing appropriate organizational change interventions. 
Sahney et al. (2004) pointed out that Indian educational system has been subjected 
to fast, radical and ever revolutionary change over recent years. Sharma and Roy 
(1996) found that internationalization of management has been promoted along 
several dimensions such as curricula challenge, research activities with both contents 
and outlet being relevant and executive development programs. New school product 
offerings and the trends of evolution of management education indicate that 
education in India has become more student-based (Friga et al., 2003). Besides 
Indian education sector, researchers also discuss the drastic change in Indian 
banking sector. Rastogi and Rastogi (2010) narrate the dramatic cultural change in 
State Bank of India. It resulted due to the challenges raised by the private sector 
banks which provided customer oriented services while most of the staff in State 
Bank of India did not realize that they were losing their hold amongst the upper end 
market. Indian railways have also experienced a major re-invention where a 
remarkable modification in business models, culture and leadership has occurred 
(Nilakant & Ramnarayan, 2009). 
2.13 CHANGE MANAGEMENT: GLOBAL SCENARIO 
Ryan et al. (2008) intended to assist public sector organizations to carry out better 
change management strategies in public sector in Australia. The researchers found 
that a top-down change strategy to become successfully embedded in the 
organization needs to be coupled with downward communication, participation and 
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commitment from middle level managers. In Taiwan, Chen et al. (2006) proposed a 
customer-oriented model for organizational change in the public sector. The model 
involved three phases: evaluation, re-eveiluation and action which facilitated the 
change process. Politt (2010) narrated the transformation of attitudes and approaches 
of 6000 employees at HSBC, Argentina. The focus was laid on identifying areas 
where HSBC needed to continue to develop and capture leadership actions. Instead 
of focusing energy and resources on theories, models and labels, HSBC, Argentina, 
engaged the entire organization in altering its culture through the application of tens 
of thousands of detailed and individual actions. In 1994, Alberta experienced a 
number of operational and structural modifications related to the delivery of 
effective education. The number of school jurisdictions was reduced from 141 to 60 
which were considered as a major change in provincial policy. 
In Michigan, United States of America, when Wetlaufer (1999) interviewed Jacques 
Nasser, CEO of Ford motor company in 1999, it was disclosed that Ford motor 
company's change program was based on teaching, but not in a traditional classroom 
setting. Teaching at Ford is achieved through a multifaceted initiative like small 
group discussions of strategy and competition, stints of community service and 360-
degree feedback. Other major programs included Capstone, executive partnering and 
let's chat about the business. Capstone comprised of 24 senior executives at one 
time which was conducted once a year with 20 days of teaching and discussion. 
Executive partnering trained 12 promising young managers and let's chat about the 
business consisted of about 100,000 employees who received emails at Ford, 
describing new approaches to business. Applebaum and Batt (1994) described other 
American companies such as General Electric, Apple, IBM, McDonald's and 
Walmart as icons of business. However, in the 1980s, many considered Japanese 
firms as the best managed in the world, powered by Toyota-inspired lean 
manufacturing principles. But the business schools of United States which trained 
top-level managers placed American organizations in global rankings. 
In the mid-1990s the Royal Dutch Shell Europe was not receiving acceptable return. 
The organization experienced a huge reorganization with return growing to 15 
percent in 2001 (Bozon & Child, 2003). Wolf et al. (1988) suggested 
unconferencing appropriate for facilitating the initiation of the pro-sustainability 
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organizational change process at a university in Switzerland. The method realized 
systems connectivity, allowed mutual learning and produced brilliant output in form 
of project proposals. Huerta (2008) studied the concept of receptivity to explain the 
practice of managing change in six OECD countries: Finland, France, Italy, 
Portugal, Spain and Switzerland. These countries have adopted major reform 
initiatives including changes in administrative culture, to modernize the 
management of their public service to meet society's increasing expectations while 
experiencing limited financial resources and political pressure. 
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Chapter Three 
BALANCED SCORECARD: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter embarks upon the concept of Balanced Scorecard. It discusses the 
evolution and history of Balanced Scorecard. Further, this chapter undertakes a 
review of existing literature by various scholars on Balanced Scorecard. It also 
summarizes the studies on Balanced Scorecard carried out in different sectors and 
countries. The chapter culminates with a discussion on the research gap identified 
within the existing literature on change management and Balanced Scorecard. 
3.1 RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
MEASURING SYSTEMS 
To assess the merits of a particular strategy, a need for performance measuring tools 
arises. The past two decades have witnessed a dramatic shift in this process of 
performance measurement. 
3.1.1 From Shareholder Value to Stakeholder Theory 
There are several ways to consider the strategy of the firm and each has different 
implications in reporting organizational performance. The key performance 
measurement processes are shareholder theory and stakeholder theory (Owen, 2006; 
Brown & Fraser, 2006). In the 1980s, any firm was viewed as belonging to the 
shareholders. Shareholder theory used shareholder return to measure overall 
organization performance and was thus, dominated by organizational performance 
measurement systems (Porter, 1980). 
3.1.2 Stakeholder Theory: The Balanced Scorecard 
Early 1990s witnessed a shift to a more stakeholder-based view. The firm was 
considered as having responsibilities to a wider set of groups including shareholders 
(Freeman, 1984; Reich, 1998; Post et al., 2002; Brown & Fraser, 2006; Steurer. 
2006). Other stakeholders may include employees, customers, suppliers, 
governments, industry bodies and local communities. Stakeholder theory assesses 
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organization performance against the expectations of a variety of stakeholder groups 
that have particular interests in the organization's activities. Stakeholder theorv 
perspective of organizational performance includes shareholder value and 
recognizes shareholders as single group of stakeholders. 
The Balanced Scorecard performance measurement system by Kaplan and Norton 
(1992a) is based on stakeholder theory. Balanced Scorecard is primarily a tool for 
measuring external and internal economic value. The original Balanced Scorecard 
model did not incorporate employee, supplier or community perspectives (Mooraj et 
al., 1999). Kaplan and Norton originally suggested that a Balanced Scorecard should 
have a total of 14-16 performance measures, divided into four quadrants with not 
more than 4-6 performance measurement in each quadrant. The researchers argued 
that these measures could be integrated and linked by means of cause and effect 
(Figge et al., 2002). However, most organizations have neither developed causal 
links between the factors nor foimd a systematic and consistent way of incorporating 
either new or less tangible organizational performance measures, such as those 
related to environmental responsibility or commimity relationships. 
3.13 Stakeholder Theory: The Triple Bottom Line 
Around the same time that firms began adopting Balanced Scorecard, public, media 
and commimity groups started paying more attention to the effect of organizations 
on the natural environment and society as a whole. Several countries started 
attributing firms to more than creating economic value. In 1997, the triple bottom 
line (Elkington, 1997) emerged as a new tool for measuring organizational 
performance. Although, based on stakeholder theory, it carries a wider perspective 
of the stakeholders influence on the organization when compared to Balanced 
Scorecard. The triple bottom line is essentially based on the idea that a firm should 
measure its performance in relation to stakeholders as well as local communities and 
governments. The stakeholders may only be those with who firm maintains direct 
relationships such as by way of employees, suppliers and customers, but a much 
wider population to which a firm is related indirectly such as the local community 
and envirormient. A successful performance measurement needs to include the view 
of these unconventional stakeholders. 
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The triple bottom line implies that responsibilities of organizations are much wider 
than simply those related to the economic aspects of producing products and 
services. It adds social and environmental measures of performance to the economic 
measures. Environmental performance refers to the amount of resources, such as 
energy, land and w^ater, a firm uses in its operations. It also includes the by-products 
created by an organization, like waste, air emissions and chemical residues. Social 
performance refers to the impact of a firm and its suppliers on the commimities in 
which it fimctions. Measures developed by one organization are readily transferable 
to others, whereas social and environment performance are unique to each 
organization. Unlike the Balanced Scorecard, the triple bottom line has not been 
successful in penetrating organizational performance system, as organizations are 
reluctant in accepting the influence of these performance measures have actual 
economic production. 
3.2 BALANCED SCORECARD: AN INTRODUCTION 
During early 1980s many organizational executives were convinced that traditional 
measures of financial performance do not assist in effective management. Arguing 
that executives should track financial as well as non-financial metrics, Robert 
Kaplan and David Norton (1992a) in their first article "The Balanced Scorecard-
Measures That Drive Performance", devised a fi-amework called 'Balanced 
Scorecard'. They realized that although traditional financial performance measures 
worked well for the industrial era, but were proving to be insufficient in measuring 
the abilities and competencies essential for survival in changing economic 
environment. The Balanced Scorecard (1992a, 1993, 1996a, 1996b, 1996c, 2000. 
2001a) identifies the influence of non-financial factors upon strategic success and 
present advantages over historical performance measures. It is a set of measures that 
offers top managers a fast but comprehensive view of the business. Traditional 
performance indicators tend to measure financial and accounting aspects, impacting 
long-term productivity and profits, whereas, Balanced Scorecard provides the 
measures of synthetic indicators which companies should focus on, such as customer 
reactions, profits, quality and flexible production selection (Martin, 1997). Woods 
and Grubnic (2008) highlight the potential of Balanced Scorecard to bridge the gap 
between vague mission statements and day-to-day operations. It serves companies to 
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integrate strategy, organization framework and vision into management systems. 
translate the long-term strategy and innovation of customer value into operational 
activities. It also balances the competitiveness and short-term fortunes of 
stockholders through blending of traditional and modem indicators (Talbot, 1999). 
3.2.1 Defining Balanced Scorecard 
The Balanced Scorecard was originally a one-year multi-company study (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992a). The study concluded that in increasingly complex business 
environment, dependence on only financial measures was no longer adequate for 
managing organizations, especially where intellectual capital and knowledge-based 
assets were critical for success. Kaplan and Norton (1996c) defined Balanced 
Scorecard as a fi-amework that helps organizations translates strategy into 
operational objectives that drive both behavior and performance. The Balanced 
Scorecard strategic management system is comprised of "a framework, core 
principles and processes that translate an organization's mission and strategy into a 
comprehensive set of performance measures strategically aligned with initiatives" 
(Inamdar et al., 2002, p. 21). The measures and objectives are viewed across four 
dimensions of performance: financial, customer, internal business process and 
learning and growth. Every perspective has their respective objectives for three to 
five years that are communicated throughout the organization and presented on a 
strategy map (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). The word balanced in the term 'Balanced 
Scorecard' is indicative of the balanced consideration given to long and short-term 
objectives, financial and non-financial measures, leading and lagging indicators and 
external and internal performance perspectives (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b, 1996c: 
Hendricks et al., 2004). 
Rimar and Garstka (1999) highlighted the need to articulate organization's strategy. 
Even a clearly stated vision and strategy can be interpreted differently by individual 
members in an organization. Developing a Balanced Scorecard clarifies the 
significance of the strategy and translates it into terms that are considered 
meaningful by the people involved. It focuses on fundamentally changing the way 
organization is strategically led and not with keeping organizational score. Kanji and 
Moura (2001) concluded, "the Balanced Scorecard is more than a performance 
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measurement system. It is commonly adopted as a strategic management system to 
describe the organization's vision of the future and create shared understanding; 
clarify and update corporate strategy; communicate strategic objectives throughout 
the organization; align customer need and business objectives; work as a holistic 
model of strategy allowing all employees to see how they contribute to 
organizational success; link strategic objectives to targets and budgets; build a 
reward system that is geared to achieving targets; and obtain feedback on the 
effectiveness of the strategic view" (p. 898). 
3.2.2 The Four Perspectives of Balanced Scorecard 
The Balanced Scorecard allows the manager to look at the business from four 
important perspectives, as shown in Exhibit 3.1. 
Financial Perspective: How do we look to shareholders? 
The Balanced Scorecard retains the financial perspective since financial measures 
are valuable in summarizing the measurable economic consequences of actions 
already taken (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). Financial performance measures indicate 
whether the company's strategy, implementation and execution contribute to bottom-
line improvement (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). Typical financial goals relate to 
profitability measured by operating income, return on capital employed or economic 
value added (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
Kaplan and Norton (1992a) identified three stages of business's life cycle: growth, 
sustain and harvest. During growth businesses are at the early stage of their life 
cycle. They possess products or services with significant growth potential. In order 
to capitalize on this potential, organizations have to employ resources to develop and 
improve new products and services: construct and expand production facilities, build 
operating capabilities, invest in systems, infrastructure and distribution networks and 
foster and develop customer relationships. Organizations at the sustain stage attract 
investment and reinvestment, but are required to receive fine returns on invested 
capital. These businesses are likely to maintain their existing market share and grow 
the business. When business units reach a mature phase of their life cycle, the 
organization harvests the investments made in the previous two stages. These 
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businesses no longer need significant investment but only adequate to maintain 
existing equipments and capabilities. The key objective during this phase is to 
maximize cash flow to the corporation (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
Exhibit 3.1: The Balanced Scorecard Framework 
FINANCIAL 
"To succeed financially, how 
should we appear to our 
shareholders?" 
Goals Measures Targets Initiatives 
CUSTOMER 
"To achieve our vision, how 
should we appear to our 
customers?" 
Goals Measures Targets Initiatives 
INTERNAL BUSINESS 
PROCESS 
"To satisfy our shareholders and 
customers, what business 
processes must we excel at?" 
Goals Measures Targets Initiatives 
LEARNING AND GROWTH 
"To achieve our vision, how will 
we sustain our ability to change 
and improve?" 
Goals Measures Targets Initiatives 
Source: Adapted from Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P. (1996b). 
Customer Perspective: How do customers see us? 
Many organizations have a corporate mission that focuses on customers. Therefore, 
a company's performance from its customers' perspective has become a priority for 
top management (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). "Clearly, if business units are to 
achieve long-run superior financial performance, they must create and deliver 
products and services that are valued by customers" (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c, p. 
63). The customer perspective enables organizations to align their core customer 
outcome measures: market share, customer retention, customer acquisition, customer 
satisfaction, customer profitability, to targeted customers and market fi:Bgments. It 
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also helps them to recognize and measure, explicitly, the value propositions they 
distribute to targeted customers and markets segments. The value propositions 
represent the drivers and the lead indicators for the core customer outcome measures 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). Exhibit 3.2 illustrates the core customer outcome 
measures. 
Exhibit 3.2: The Customer Perspective-Core Measures 
Market Share 
Customer Retention 
Customer Acquisition 
Customer Satisfaction 
Customer Profitability 
Indicates the proportion of business in a given market, in 
terms of number of customers, dollars spent or unit volume 
sold, that a business unit receives (Kaplan & Norton, 
1996c). 
Records the rate at which a business unit retains the 
customers (Heskett et al., 1994) and maintains relationships 
with them (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
Measures the nvunber of new customers added or the total 
sales to new customers by a business unit (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1996c). 
Rates the level of customer satisfaction enabling companies 
to coimt on their repeat buying behavior (Jones & Sasser. 
1995). 
Estimates the individual and aggregate customer 
profitability with the help of activity-based cost systems 
(Cooper & Kaplan, 1991). 
Source: Prepared by Researcher 
Internal Business Process Perspective: What must we excel at? 
Kaplan and Norton (1996c) recommend that managers should define a 
comprehensive mtemal-process value chain beginning wdth the innovation process 
(identifying existing and fiiture customer needs and developing new solutions to 
meet those needs), continues through the operations process (delivering existing 
products and services to existing customers) and ends with after sale service 
(offering services after the sale that add to the value customers receive fi-om a 
company's product and service offerings). The process of deriving objectives and 
measures for the internal business process perspective represents one of the major 
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distinctions between the Balanced Scorecard and traditional performance 
measurement systems. Traditional performance measurement systems focus on 
controlling and improving existing responsibility centers and departments (Kaplan. 
1984; Howell et al., 1987; Johnson & Kaplan, 1987; Kaplan, 1990). Most 
organizations now-a-days supplement financial measurements with measures of 
quality, yield and cycle time (Naimi et al., 1988; Cross & Lynch, 1989; Lessner. 
1989;Nannietal., 1990). 
Learning and Growth Perspective: Can we continue to improve and create value? 
Kaplan and Norton (1992a) advocated that organizations are required to introduce 
continual improvements to their existing products and processes and gain the ability 
to set up entirely new product with expanded capabilities. The focus was laid on 
investing for future such as, new equipments and product research and development 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996a). They asserted that through the ability to launch new 
products, generate more value for customers and enhance operating efficiencies 
continually, organizations can enter new markets and increase revenues (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992a). 
Argyris and Schon (1978) have define organizational learning as "experience-based 
improvement in organizational task performance" (p. 323). It is developed fi-om 
three principal sources namely people, systems and organizational procedures. The 
financial, customer and interned business process objectives on the Balanced 
Scorecard reveal large gaps between the existing capabilities of people, systems and 
procedures and the required competence to realize breakthrough performance. To 
close these gaps, organizations need to invest in re-skilling employees, enhancing 
information technology and systems aligning organizational procedures and 
routines. These objectives are articulated in the learning and growth perspective of 
the Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
3.2.3 Strategic Processes of Balanced Scorecard 
Through the Balanced Scorecard system Kaplan and Norton (1996a, 1996b, 1996c. 
1996d, 2001a) introduce four management processes that, separately and in 
combination, link long-term strategic objectives with short-term actions. The four 
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processes involved in implementing a Balanced Scorecard are depicted in Exhibit 
3.3. 
The first process, clarifying and translating the vision, helps managers build a 
consensus around the organization's vision and strategy (Kaplan & Norton, 1996d). 
To act on the words in vision and strategy statements, the statements must be 
expressed as an integrated set of objectives and measures, agreed upon by all senior 
executives. To set financial goals, the team must consider whether to emphasize 
revenue and market growth, profitability or cash flow generation. For the customer 
perspective, the management must be explicit about the customer and market 
segments in which it has to compete. Further, the objectives and measures for 
internal business process represent one of the principle innovations and benefits of 
the Balanced Scorecard approach. The Balanced Scorecard highlights those 
processes that are most critical for achieving breakthrough performance for 
customers and shareholders. Finally, the linkage to learning and growth objectives 
depicts the rationale for significant investments in re-skilling employees-
information technology, systems and organizational procedures. These investments 
generate major innovation and improvement for internal business processes, 
customers and shareholders (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
The second process, communicating and linking strategic objectives and measures. 
enables managers communicate their strategy up and down the organization and link 
it to departmental and individual objectives. The Balanced Scorecard gives 
managers a way to ensure that all levels of organization understand the long-term 
strategy and that both departmental and individual objectives are aligned with it 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996d). Kaplan & Norton (1996c) reported that the strategic 
objectives and measures of Balanced Scorecard are commimicated throughout an 
organization using company newsletters, bulletin boards, videos and even electronic 
media such as groupware and networked personal computers. The Balanced 
Scorecard also encourages a dialogue between business units, corporate executives 
and board members, not only regarding short-term financial objectives, but also the 
formulation and implementation of a strategy. 
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The third process, business planning, setting targets and aligning strategic 
initiatives, facihtates companies to integrate their business and financial plans. 
Managers find it difficult to integrate diverse initiatives to achieve strategic goal 
which often results in irequent disappointments. Kaplan & Norton (1996d) advised 
managers to use the ambitious goals for Balanced Scorecard measures as the basis 
for allocating resources and setting priorities. This allows undertaking and 
coordinating only those initiatives that move them toward the long-term strategic 
objectives. To meet ambitious financial objectives, managers need to identify stretch 
targets for their customer, internal business process and learning and growth 
objectives. Once targets for the three perspectives are established, managers can 
align their strategic quality, response time and reengineering initiatives for 
accomplishing the breakthrough objectives. The targets for the strategic initiatives 
are derived from Balanced Scorecard measures such as dramatic time reductions in 
order fixlfiUment cycles, shorter time-to-market in product development processes 
and enhanced employee capabilities (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
The fourth process, enhancing strategic feedback and learning, is considered to be 
the most irmovative aspect of the entire Balanced Scorecard framework. It offers 
companies the capacity for strategic learning. Existing feedback and review 
processes depend on whether the business, its departments or its individual 
employees have met their budgeted financial goals. Kaplan & Norton (1996c) 
recognized that with the help of Balanced Scorecard a company can monitor short-
term consequences of customers, internal business processes and learning and 
growth along with evaluating strategy based on recent performance. 
The first three strategic processes for Balanced Scorecard are vital for implementing 
strategy but not sufficient in an unpredictable environment. Together they form an 
important single-loop-leaming process, where the objective remains constant and 
any deviation from the planned route is considered as an error to be corrected. This 
single-loop process does not involve re-examination of strategy and techniques 
employed. Various organizations fimction in a turbulent environment whh complex 
strategies which lose their validity with change in business conditions. Kaplan and 
Norton (1992a) suggested that companies must become capable of double-loop 
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learning, learning that produces a change in people's assumptions and theories about 
cause-and-effect relationships. 
Exhibit 3 3 : The Balanced Scorecard as a Strategic Framework for Action 
TRANSLATING 
THE VISION 
uClarifying the vision 
nGaining consensus 
COMMUNICATING 
AND LINKING 
aCommmicating and 
educating 
nSetting goals 
uLinking rewards to 
performance measures 
PLANNING AND 
TARGET SETTING 
oSetting targets 
nAligning strategic 
initiatives 
uAllocating resources 
uEstablishing milestones 
FEEDBACK AND 
LEARNING 
uArticulating the 
shared vision 
oSupplying strategic 
feedback 
oFacilitating strategy 
review and learning 
Source: Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P. (1996c). 
3.2.4 History of Balanced Scorecard 
Historically, firms tracked performance based mainly on financial accounting 
principles (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c; Barber, 2008). Bookkeeping records of 
financial transactions can be traced back thousands of years, when they were used 
by Egyptians, Phoenicians and Sumerians to facilitate commercial transactions. A 
few centuries later, during the age of exploration, the activities of global trading 
companies were measured and observed by double-entry books of accounts. The 
industrial revolution, during the nineteenth century, generated massive textile, steel, 
railroad, machine devices and retailing companies. Researcher found that in 
evaluating the financial performance of these organizations innovation played a 
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crucial role on their successful growth (Chandler, 1977; Johnson & Kaplan, 1987). 
By the 1970s and 1980s a general expression of dissatisfaction with traditional 
financial metrics was widespread. In the late 1980s and early 1990s this 
dissatisfaction led to a series of more multi-dimensional or comprehensive 
performance measurement frameworks. The new frameworks were more balanced 
and successfully answered the question of "what types of metrics should be used" 
(Bourne et al., 2000). 
The conceptual groundwork for Balanced Scorecard was developed in the 1980"s 
and 1990's by academicians and practitioners in several fields such as management 
accounting, financial and performance measurement. In the early 1900's French 
academics had developed a performance measurement system based on the financial 
and non-financial metrics, called as Tableau de Bord. The tableau de bord was a 
measurement system developed by process engineers that linked strategy to financial 
and non-financial performance measures (Epstein & Manzoni, 1997; Mendoza & 
Zrihen, 2001). Unfortunately, Tableau de Bord was never brought into practice and 
supporting literature was never translated into English (Kaplan, 1998; Bontis et al.. 
1999; Halachmi, 2005). Accordingly, the systems that were in place by the 1980s 
were largely cost or financial based. 
The early activity in the 1920's was the work of DuPont Corporation in developing 
return on investment (ROI) calculations that led to the myriad of financial ratios. 
The financial innovations, such as the retum-on-investment metric as well as 
operating and cash budgets, were critical to the great success of early-twentieth 
century enterprises like DuPont and General Motors (Johnson & Kaplan, 1987). 
Post-World War II activities shifted the focus on quality initiatives and quality 
measurement which resulted in outcomes that were not solely financial. Activity-
Based Costing (ABC) was the original thinking that led to the development of 
Balanced Scorecard fiamework (Bruns & Kaplan, 1987; Johnson & Kaplan, 1987). 
Bruns and Kaplan (1987) defined activity-based costing as an accounting technique 
of allocating resource costs through activities carried out to develop products and 
services for customers in an attempt to understand better product and customer costs 
and productivity. It is frequently used to support strategic decisions including 
pricing, outsourcing, and identification of process enhancement initiatives. 
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Parker (1979) suggested a balanced view on firms' operations comprising financial 
measures and measures related to marketing strategy, research and development, 
social responsibility and employees. Elkington (1998) informed that the ideas related 
to triple bottom line and social accounting were introduced in 1990's and 
popularized as a response to trace and confirm corporate profits. It also aimed to 
gain reports on the impact of corporate profits on the environment, world economy 
and issues related to social justice. It was concluded that triple bottom line is a 
performance reporting structure focused on the sustainability requirements of 
corporations worldwide. This concept recommends regular progress reporting on 
three social responsibilities of large corporations: improving economic prosperity, 
environmental protection and social equity. 
The Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX) of 2002 was in response to the downfall of major 
corporations of United States of America, including Enron and Global Crossings. 
The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 is also known as the Public Company Accounting 
Reform and Investor Protection Act of 2002. It is a federal law in the United States 
of America enacted as a response to corporate eind accounting models. The law 
challenged and mandated corporations of United States of America to report 
financial and internal processes. It extended the requirements for reporting data on 
financial results and internal controls while providing severe penalties for non-
compliance (Zhang, 2005). 
The emergence of the information era in the twentieth century made many of the 
fiindamental assumptions of industrial age business competition obsolete. It was 
found that companies could not gain sustainable competitive advantage by merely 
deploying new technology into physical assets rapidly and excellent management of 
financial assets and liabilities (Kontoghiorghes, 2003; Kaplan & Norton, 2008a). 
Bititci et al. (2006) point out that continual improvement methodologies such as 
total quality management, employee involvement and business process 
reengineering emphasize the necessity of performance measures for providing 
impetus to such improvements. 
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3.2.5 Evolution of the Balanced Scorecard 
Through the years, the Balanced Scorecard has evolved, from the performance 
measurement tool originally introduced by Kaplan and Norton (1992a), to a tool for 
implementing strategies (Kaplan & Norton, 1996a, 1996b, 1996c, 1996d) and a 
framework for determining the alignment of organization's human, information and 
organization capital with its strategy (Kaplan & Norton, 2004a). In 1997, The 
Harvard Business Review listed Balanced Scorecard as one of the 75 most 
influential ideas of the 20* century (Bible et al., 2006). This shift has prompted 
companies to view the Balanced Scorecard as a strategic communication and 
management system. Pandey (2005) reported that since early 1980s traditional 
performance measurement system based solely on traditional financial ratios, has 
been criticized by various practitioners and management theorists for the lack of 
strategic focus. Research and development, employees' training, brand building or 
after-sales services are few examples which might conflict with the short-term profit 
objective and the long-term customer satisfaction. Also, new performance 
measurement systems included combination of financial and non-financial set of 
measures. This led to the introduction of performance drivers, instead of the simple 
performance measurement (Seminogovas & Rupsys, 2006). Kaplan and Norton's 
(1992a) Balanced Scorecard has emerged as a well-accepted performance 
managerial tool that assists managers with the mechanisms to develop performance 
objectives and measures linked to strategy. Sanger (1998) highlighted that the 
Balanced Scorecard acknowledges the deficiencies in many business performance 
measurement systems, which often depend totally on financial measures and 
attempts to overcome the deficiencies of existing measurement systems by 
measuring and analyzing results across a range of activities. 
Despite the fact that the Balanced Scorecard only identify three stakeholders: 
shareholders (financial performance), customers (customer relations) and employees 
(internal business process and learning and grov^h) (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a; 
Wright et al., 1999; Hsu, 2005) and ignores two other significant stakeholders: 
environment and social matters (Brignall, 2002), the Balanced Scorecard has 
changed managers' view of performance for the reason that it carries both financial 
and non-financial metrics. Whitttaker (2001) recognizes that an effective Balanced 
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Scorecard will articulate the strategic direction of the company, the motivation for 
that strategic direction and how it will progress the organization's performance. 
Following Kaplan and Norton's publications prior to 1997, a significant change is 
observed in Balanced Scorecard thinking during the mid to late 1990s, that 
influenced the illustration of Balanced Scorecards. Balanced Scorecard has at least 
the foUov^ng attributes now: 
> A mixture of financial and non-financial measures (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a. 
1993, 1996a, 1996c). 
> A limited number of measures (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a), between 15-20 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1993) and 20-25 (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
> Measures clustered into four groups called perspectives (Kaplan & Norton. 
1992a, 1993, 1996a, 1996c), originally called "financial", "customer", 
"internal process" and "innovation and learning". Later, the last two 
perspectives were renamed "internal business process" and "learning and 
growth". 
> Measures chosen to relate to specific strategic goals are usually documented 
in tables with one or more measure associated with each goal (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992a, 1993, 1996a, 1996c). 
> Measures should be chosen in a manner that gains the active support of the 
senior managers of the organization. It should reflect their privileged access 
to strategic information and also the significance of their endorsement and 
support of the strategic communications that may flow from the Balanced 
Scorecard once developed (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a, 1993, 1996a, 1996c). 
> Kaplan and Norton (1996a) illustrated and discussed the need to show causal 
links between measures across the Balanced Scorecard perspectives in a 
fashion that anticipates second-generation Balanced Scorecard features. But 
later in 1996, they suggested that causality should be between "performance 
driver [lead]" measures and "outcome [lag]" measures (Kaplan & Norton. 
1996c). 
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First Generation Balanced Scorecard 
The Balanced Scorecard has evolved from a mere two-by-two matrix approach for 
performance measurement through at least another two generations (Cobbold & 
Lawrie, 2002). Balanced Scorecard was initially described as a simple, "4 box" 
approach to performance measurement (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). In addition to 
financial measures, managers were encouraged to look at measures drawn from 
three other "perspectives" of the business: learning and growth, internal business 
process and customer, chosen to represent the major stakeholders in a business 
(Mooraj et al., 1999). 
Definition of what comprised a Balanced Scorecard was sparse and focused on the 
high level structure of the device. Simple 'causality' between the four perspectives 
was illustrated but not used for specific purpose. Kaplan and Norton (1992a) focused 
on the selection and reporting of a limited number of measures in each of the four 
perspectives (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a). They suggested the use of attitudinal 
questions relating to the vision and goals of the organization to help in the selection 
of measures to be used. 
Kaplan and Norton (1992a) mentioned little about how measure selection activity 
could be done, beyond general assertions about the design philosophy, for example. 
"Companies should also attempt to identify and measure the company's core 
competencies, the critical technologies needed to ensure continued market 
leadership" (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a, p. 176). However, the design challenges 
presented by first-generation Balanced Scorecard design were severe as indicated by 
practitioners in the literature and authors during their personal experience working in 
the field (Butler et al., 1997; Ahn, 2001; Irwin, 2002; Radnor & Lovell, 2003). Also. 
various researchers highlighted the adverse effects of poor measure selection on the 
effectiveness and adoption rates of Balanced Scorecard (Lingle & Schieman, 1996: 
Schneiderman, 1999; Malina & Selto, 2001). 
The first generation Balanced Scorecards were primarily promoted as a control tool 
for managers with the 'red, yellow, green' reporting of achievement of targets where 
green indicated a job well done, yellow meant scope for improvement and red 
needed urgent attention. Despite the Balanced Scorecard success, limitations have 
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been raised in both the academic and practitioner Hterature: its key assumptions and 
relationships (NorrekHt, 2000); not providing direction as to how to improve 
performance to achieve the desired strategic results (Gautraeu & Kleiner, 2001); 
uncertainty of cause and effect with finality (Norreklit, 2000); being costly in terms 
of cash and time (Lipe & Salterio, 2000; Gautraeu & Kleiner, 2001); the volume of 
data may overload human decision-makers (Lipe & Salterio, 2002). Butler et al. 
(1997) argued that the greatest threat while using the Balanced Scorecard is 
managers selecting wrong measures and group those into the four proposed 
perspectives and focus on the wrong issues. 
Second Generation Balanced Scorecard 
The practical difficulties related with the design of first generation Balanced 
Scorecards were noteworthy, since the definition of a Balanced Scorecard was 
originally vague. Two significant areas of concern were filtering (the process of 
choosing specific measures to report) and clustering (deciding how to group 
measures into perspectives). Discussions relating to clustering continue to be 
rehearsed in the literature (Butler et al., 1997; Keimerley et al., 2000), but 
discussions relating to filtering are less common, and often appear as part of 
descriptions of methods of Balanced Scorecard design (Kaplan & Norton, 1996: 
Olveetal., 1999). 
Between 1992 and 1996, Kaplan and Norton focused on researching means to 
demonstrate causality between measures (Newing, 1995). Measure-based linkages 
offered a richer model of causality than before, but also presented conceptual 
problems (Brewer, 2002; Clinton et al., 2002). Mooraj et al. (1999) identified cause-
and-effect relationships as a significant attribute of the Balanced Scorecard when 
selecting appropriate indicators. At the same time they are difficult to integrate with 
the need for the Balanced Scorecard design to reflect the consensus views of the 
potential users. However, the idea of strategic linkage became an increasingly 
important constituent of Balanced Scorecard design methodology as it could be used 
to specify the critical elements and their linkages for an organization's strateg\ 
(Kaplan & Norton, 2001a). Measures were chosen to relate to specific strategic 
objectives. The design identified about 20-25 strategic objectives each associated 
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with one or more measures and assigned to one of four perspectives (Olve et al.. 
1999; Kaplan & Norton, 2000a). In the mid-1990s Balanced Scorecard 
documentation began to present graphically linkages between the strategic 
objectives (Kaplan & Norton, 1993) wdth causality linking across the perspectives 
on the way to key objectives related to financial performance. The attempt to 
visually document the major causal relationships between strategic objectives laid 
out the results in a strategic linkage model or strategy map (Olve et al., 1999; Kaplan 
& Norton, 1996a, 1996c, 2000a). The second generation Balanced Scorecard moved 
away from an attitudinal approach, to the selection of measures which had an 
explicit link between strategy objectives and measure. Cobbold and Lawrie (2002) 
referred to Balanced Scorecards that incorporate these developments as Second 
Generation Balanced Scorecards'. 
Kaplan and Norton (1996d) reported that these changes enabled Balanced Scorecard 
to evolve from an improved measurement system to a core management system. The 
authors realized that early adopters foimd that the Balanced Scorecard could help 
their organizations implement and control strategy. Therefore, the second generation 
Balanced Scorecard was the substitute of simplistic causality between perspectives 
with identifiable cause-and-efifect relationships of strategic management with 
performance management. One of the consequences of this change was increase in 
pressure on the design process to accurately reflect the organization's strategic 
goals. Another consequence was more awareness of the need to reflect differences in 
management agenda within differing parts of organizational structures. As a result, 
attention was given to developing 'strategic alignment' between management units 
by developing Balanced Scorecards as part of a 'cascade' at the business unit level 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996c; Olve et al., 1999). The representation of causality 
between strategic objectives, known initially as the 'Strategic Linkage Model', and 
later considered an important part of a Balanced Scorecard design (Kaplan & 
Norton, 2000a). 
Researchers suggested that for many organizations the cause-and-effects are 
inappropriate since it leaves out one or more important clusters (Kennerley & Neely. 
2000; Brignall, 2002) or because the causality links cannot be justified (NorrekHt. 
2000). The common thread among these concerns is the need to increase confidence 
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that the Balanced Scorecard accurately reflects the strategic objectives of the 
organization and that the linkages shown are significant. Organizations developing 
second-generation Balanced Scorecards found noteworthy practical problems both 
with measure selection and target setting (Barney et al., 2004) and with challenges to 
rationally cascade high-level (Lawrie & Cobbold, 2004). 
Third Generation Balanced Scorecard 
The third generation Balanced Scorecard model is based on a modification of second 
generation design characteristics and mechanisms to present greater appreciation of 
strategy by improved fimctionality in modeling, studying and co-coordinating 
holistic relationships over time (Olve et al., 1999; Cobbold & Lawrie, 2002). The 
origin of the developments stem from the issues related to the validation of strategic 
objective selection and target setting. These triggered the growth in the late 1990s of 
a further design element- the destination statement. Destination statements were 
initially created towards the end of the design process by challenging the managers 
involved to imagine the impact of the accomplishment of the strategic objectives. 
This integrative process helped recognize inconsistencies in the profile of objectives 
preferred (Kenneriey & Neely, 2000; Neely et al., 2000; Brignall, 2002) and the 
final document was found to be usefiil in validating the targets chosen. 
It was quickly realized that management teams were able to discuss, create, and 
relate to the "destination statement" easily and without indicating the selected 
objectives. As a result, the design process was reversed, creating destination 
statement at the beginning of an activity, rather at the end. Further it was found that 
by working fi-om destination statements, the selection of strategic objectives and 
articulation of hypotheses of causality was much easier and consensus within a 
management team could be attained more quickly (Shulver et al., 2000; Cobbold & 
Lawrie, 2002; Lawrie et al., 2004). Proper planning and awareness, in relation to 
Balanced Scorecard software systems, was found to be another way to overcome 
shortfalls (Gautraeu & Kleiner, 2001). 
Third generation Balanced Scorecards seek to drive transformational change and 
breakthrough results throughout the organization. Kaplan and Norton (2001a) have 
asserted that the Balanced Scorecard can be used as an organization fi-amework for 
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successful strategy implementation. Cobbold and Lawrie (2002) identified key 
components of a third generation Balanced Scorecard as below: 
> Destination Statement: A description, ideally including quantitative detail, 
of what the organization, or part of organization managed by the Balanced 
Scorecard users, is likely to look like at an agreed future date (01 ve et al.. 
1999; Guidoum, 2000; Shulver et al., 2000; Shulver & Antarkar, 2001; 
Cobbold & Lawrie, 2002; Lawrie et al., 2004; Barney et al., 2004). The 
destination statement is sub-divided into descriptive categories that serve a 
similar purpose to the perspectives in first and second generation Balanced 
Scorecards (Barney et al., 2004). To decide rationally about organizational 
activity, an enterprise need to develop a clear idea regarding what the 
organization is planning to achieve (Senge, 1990; Kotter, 1995). 
> Strate^c Objectives: The destination statement offers a clear and shared 
picture of an organization at some point in the fiiture, but does not present a 
suitable focus for management attention between now and then. The 
organization needs to set up objectives to reach its destination on time. By 
representing the selected objectives on a strategic linkage model, the design 
team is encouraged to apply systems thinking (Senge, 1990; Senge et al., 
1999) to identify cause-and-effect relationships between the selected 
objectives. 
> Strategic Linkage Model and Perspectives: The chosen strategic objectives 
are spread across four perspectives. Internal business process and learning 
and growth perspective were replaced by single "activity" perspective. The 
financial and customer perspective, were replaced by single "outcome'" 
perspective (Cobbold & Lawrie, 2002; Lawrie et al., 2004). 
> Measures and Initiatives: Once objectives have been decided, measures can 
be identified. Measures are raised with the purpose to carry management's 
ability to monitor the organization's progress towards achievement of its 
goals (Olve et al., 1999). Niven (2002) reported that initiatives are with a 
start and end date and mapped to strategic objectives. 
The third generation Balanced Scorecards showed material benefits to organizations 
resulting from improved functionality as a strategic management tool. As a result, it 
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attained enhanced ability to support a more flexible and engaging approach to 
planning and development within complex organizations (Cobbold & Lawrie, 2002). 
3.3 CHALLENGES TO BALANCED SCORECARD 
There have been many criticisms of the Balanced Scorecard (Van Tassel, 1995: 
Dinesh & Palmer, 1998; Nerreklit, 2000; Bessire & Baker, 2004; Bourguignon et 
al., 2004; Bourne, 2008) which includes lack of human relations norm and the 
tendency to consider organizations as similar to mechanistic systems (Bessire & 
Baker, 2004; Dinesh & Palmer, 1998). Kaplan and Norton's use of the jet plane as a 
metaphor to explain the behavior of organizations is also said to be misleading 
(Othman, 2007). 
Davis and Albright (2004) reported that 77 percent of Balanced Scorecard adopters 
in the United States of America failed to build up a causal model of their strategy 
which is regarded as a central idea in the Balanced Scorecard. Related results are 
depicted in studies on adoption of Balanced Scorecard in Finland, Austria, Malaysia 
and Germany (Malmi, 2001; Othman, 2006; Speckbacher et al., 2003). The 
Balanced Scorecard recommends strategy map to represent a graphical illustration of 
the causal model of an organization's strategy (Kaplan & Norton, 1996a; Mooraj et 
al., 1999; Nerreklit, 2000). But, few researchers argue that there is no specific 
method to help organizations develop the causal model of their strategy (Malmi. 
2001; Speckbacher et al., 2003). 
Kaplan and Norton (1996a, 2001a) discussed only large organizations and neglected 
small and medium-sized firms which researchers reconunend a "one-size-fits-all" 
impression which may not be appropriate in all conditions (Fernandez et al., 2005; 
Johanson et al., 2006). Meyer (2002) reported that the larger a firm, the more 
difficult it is to implement a Balanced Scorecard and measure non-financial 
indicators. The Balanced Scorecard offers good coverage of performance measure 
dimensions, but provides no mechanism for building and maintaining the relevance 
of defined measures (Hudson et al., 2001). The fimnework has also been criticized 
for being static and ignoring the external environment (Atkinson et al.. 1997: 
Brignall, 2002; Nerreklit, 2003; Voelpel et al., 2006). While taking into account the 
external environment, Kaplan and Norton (1996c, 2001b) mention only customers. 
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This is in conflict with Porter's (1980, 1985) five forces and neglects the influences 
of suppliers, unions and others (Bontis et al., 1999; Halachmi, 2005). Functions such 
as human resources and information technology play a major role in successful 
implementation of Balanced Scorecard, yet Kaplan and Norton fail to adequately 
develop this relationship (Halachmi, 2005; Papalexandris et al., 2005; Ismail, 2007). 
Since the Balanced Scorecard is specific to companies and their specific competitive 
environments, it has been an issue whether the Balanced Scorecard is truly a 
generalizable concept (Halachmi, 2005; Papalexandris et al., 2005; Likierman, 
2006). 
According to Meyer (2002), there are no performance measures that are leading 
indicators, even though Balanced Scorecard is based on the balance of leading and 
lagging measures. It results in uncertainty about the reliability of performance 
measures to predict fixture economic value. He also argued that because of the time 
lag between causes and their effects, the time dimension should be considered in the 
Scorecard map. 'Achieving Measurable Performance Improvement in a Changing 
World' (2001), KPMG's performance measurement white paper, outlined several 
drawbacks to Kaplan and Norton's Balanced Scorecard. The paper argued that the 
four perspectives of Balanced Scorecard are limiting. It also highlighted the lack of 
consideration in the existing perspectives for knowledge creation processes and 
intellectual capital. Although, the Kaplan and Norton model is compact focusing on 
a limited number of strategic issues, few organizations add a fifth perspective, 
human resources, to Balanced Scorecard. It helps the organizations focus on 
performance drivers that originate fi-om human capital. Firestone (2006) discussed 
the highly visible challenges to Balanced Scorecard such as disappointment among 
employees, lack of concentration, inadequate measurement modeling and imperfect 
assessment research. Challenges to Balanced Scorecard underlined by various 
researchers are discussed below. Table 3.1 summarizes the challenges to Balanced 
Scorecard. 
3.3.1 Dissatisfaction, Perceived Failure and Lack of Impact 
Reviewers of the Balanced Scorecard implementations have been reporting 
dissatisfaction, perceived failure or lack of impact. Lewy and Dumee (1998) 
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mentioned results of Lewy's survey work on Dutch companies which showed a 
management dissatisfaction rate of 70 percent. Hendricks et al. (2004) studied 42 
Canadian firms that adopted Balanced Scorecard but failed to find sufficient 
longitudinal data to draw firm conclusions about post-intervention performance. 
According to The Hackett Group's 2004 Finance Book of Numbers research, nearly 
two-thirds of typical companies have a Bdanced Scorecard in place or in 
development. But only 17 percent of these developed Balanced Scorecards that rely 
on a mix of financial and operational metrics, indicating the complexity of 
implementing the Balanced Scorecard in a large number of organizations 
(Answerthmk, 2004). 
3.3.2 Lack of Concreteness in Strategic Targets 
It has been recognized that the strategic vision formed as part of the score carding 
process was vague for people to understand strategic goals. In order to validate 
previous work done in developing objectives for strategy maps, some scorecard 
practitioners responded to this subject by encompassing stakeholders construct 
destination statements, much more concrete specifications of an organization's 
strategic vision (Cobbold & Lavme, 2002; Lawrie & Cobbold, 2004). An even 
smaller amount started to have stakeholders construct destination statements prior to 
constructing strategy maps, modifying the Balanced Scorecard framework and 
deciding on indicators as measures of objectives. Destinations statements turned out 
to be the solution to the problem of lack on concreteness in strategic targets, but this 
measure has yet to be completely adopted in Balanced Scorecard practice. 
3.3.3 Conceptual Incompleteness 
Since the early days of the Balanced Scorecard there have been questions about the 
adequacy of the framework. Kaplan and Norton (1996) answered these queries by 
stating that the original four perspectives do not represent a "straight jacket" that 
must be imposed. Niven (2003a, b) recommended examples of frequent reviews of 
the fi-ameworks in specific areas covered in his books. Cobbold (2004) underlined 
that public sector managers were found happy to reduce the four perspectives 
framework to a two perspective: 'activity' and 'outcome' framework. Presently the 
four perspective fi-amework is used as a starting point in the Balanced Scorecard 
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design process. The Balanced Scorecard's four perspectives framework suggests an 
orientation to thinking about the sorts of indicators that might be added in the 
Scorecard. If the framework is unrepresentative, it may bias one's thinking even 
when destination statements are used to structure modeHng and selection of 
objectives (Firestone, 2006). 
3.3.4 Weakness in Measurement Modeling 
One of the major issues in the Balanced Scorecard literature has always been 
regarding the constraints to be placed on the quantity of indicators used in Balanced 
Scorecard systems. Kaplan and Norton (1992a, 1996c) emphasized the idea that 
relatively few indicators should be used in the initial management of the matter. 
Firestone (1996) and Schneiderman (1999) laid stress on significance of controlling 
the number of indicators and argued that too many indicators in Balanced Scorecard 
are the major cause for failure in Balanced Scorecard interventions. The limitation in 
the number of indicators is an effort to address the problem of focus in Balanced 
Scorec£ird. It is associated to the idea that such systems ought to present a simple 
dashboard that executives can utilize to drive the organization. The Balanced 
Scorecard practitioners are found to be committed to the idea that the dashboard they 
build for executives must be as economical as possible in the number of indicators it 
includes. 
3.3.5 Impact Modeling and Evaluation Research Weaknesses 
The Balanced Scorecard is still in its early stages of use in impact modeling to 
predict and measure the Balanced Scorecard interventions and change in strategies 
and policies on organizational performance (Ittner & Larcker, 1998; Malina & Selto, 
2001; Salterio & Webb, 2003; Hendrick et al., 2004). To solve the concern, Cavaleri 
and Sterman (1997) focused around the use of system dynamics and statistical 
analysis. Designing system dynamics in advance is promoted in order to perform 
impact evaluation. Sloper et al. (1999) developed a dynamic feedback framework for 
public sector performance management specifying how system dynamics and the 
Balanced Scorecard can be combined. Wolstenholme (1998) specified three ways in 
which systems dynamics could be used to develop Balanced Scorecard systems. It 
can be used to model relationships between components of a sfrategic vision in 
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strategy maps. It can also be used to develop dynamic relationships in sub-models. 
Lastly, it can be used to model specific but still high-level relationships dealing with 
trade-offs among performance measures. 
Table 3.1: Summary of Challenges to Balanced Scorecard 
Authors 
Dinesh & Palmer (1998), Bessire 8c 
Baker (2004), Othman (2007) 
Malmi (2001), Speckbacher et al. (2003) 
Fernandez et al. (2005), Johanson et al. 
(2006) 
Atkinson et al. (1997), Bontis et al. 
(1999), Brignall (2002), N0rreklit 
(2003), Halachmi (2005), Voelpel et al. 
(2006) 
Meyer (2002) 
Firestone (2006), Lewy & Dumee 
(1998) 
Firestone (2006), Cobbold & Lawrie 
(2002), Lawrie & Cobbold (2004) 
Firestone (1996, 2006), Schneiderman 
(1999) 
Ittner & Larcker (1998), Malina & Selto 
(2001), Saterio & Webb (2003), 
Hendrick et al. (2004). 
Challenges to Balanced Scorecard 
Lack of human relations norm 
Lack of method to develop causal-
model for strategy. 
Neglected small and medium- sized 
firms 
Ignored external environment 
Unreliable performance measures to 
predict fiiture economic value 
Dissatisfaction among management 
Lack of concreteness in strategic 
targets 
Large number of indicators 
Inefficient impact modeling 
Prepared by Researcher 
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3.4 RESEARCH ON BALANCED SCORECARD IN VARIOUS SECTORS 
3.4.1 Balanced Scorecard in Information Technology Sector 
In recent years, Balanced Scorecard has been applied to information technology. 
Wright et al. (1999) and Huang Hu (2004) examined the integration of information 
technology or web services with Balanced Scorecard. Wright et al. (1999) suggested 
that a Balanced Scorecard theory is a consistent performance management tool for 
the use of information technology, internet and electronic service. Information 
Technology Balanced Scorecard has become popular with its concepts widely 
supported and dispersed by international consultant groups such as Gartner Group, 
Renaissance Systems and Nolan Norton Institute (Grembergen et al., 2003). Ibanez 
(1998) discussed the development of Information Technology Balanced Scorecard 
for software producing business imits. Bensberg (2003) develops a controlling 
instrument for data warehouse systems based on the Balanced Scorecard approach. 
On the basis of the technological aspects of data warehouse systems, the Balanced 
Scorecard perspectives are developed and populated with relevant objectives and 
measures for data warehouse success. These perspectives are integrated into a 
consistent data warehouse scorecard which provides a holistic approach to drive the 
performance of data warehouse systems. Rickards (2007) reported a medium-sized 
firm that developed strategic and operational Balanced Scorecards as well as 
benchmark development for e-commerce. Body et al. (2008) also addressed the issue 
of e-govemment services delivery performance using the concept of the Balanced 
Scorecard approach. The study provided a research model dedicated to the combined 
Balanced Scorecard and e-govemment service delivery performance. It allowed 
Internet and information systems experts to inform government agencies, veteran 
service and benefit providers about the impact of internet network use on e-
govemment service delivery performance. 
3.4.2 Balanced Scorecard in Health Care Sector 
The health care industry faces considerable strategic challenges and strong pressure 
to be more responsive to customers' demands by improving quality and efficiencv 
(Chow et al., 1998; Kocakulah & Austill, 2007; Lorden et al., 2008). This situation 
entails additional demands on a hospital's information-processing capabilities 
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(Chow et al., 1998) because traditional performance measurement and management 
control systems lack abilities to meet multiple strategic objectives (Zinn et al., 2006; 
Lorden et al., 2008). As a result, various studies demonstrated the adoption of the 
Balanced Scorecard by a broad range of health care organizations (Gordon, 1998; 
Wolfersteig & Dunham, 1998; Oliveira, 2001; Griffith et al., 2002; Inamdar et al.. 
2002; Auger & Roy, 2004; Huang et al., 2004; Huang & Chang, 2004; ten Asbroek 
et al., 2004; Pieper, 2005; Chan, 2006; Fottler et al., 2006; Yang & Tung, 2006; 
Lorden et al., 2008). Baker and Pink (1995) proposed a strategy for adapting the 
Balanced Scorecard to healthcare organizations (Pink et al., 2001; Zelman et al.. 
2009). Kocakulah and Austill (2007) highlighted the various reasons for healthcare 
organizations to adopt Balanced Scorecard. They also highlighted various issues 
faced by health care industry such as cost containment, performance management, 
effectiveness and potential changes. The authors suggested that Balanced Scorecards 
are particularly applicable to hospitals, clinics and health care companies. To 
achieve the ultimate Balanced Scorecard in a healthcare organization, Bloomquist 
and Yeager (2008) proposed certain lessons: 'be flexible', 'be consistent', 'be clear", 
'be open', 'be thorough', 'be efficient', 'be inclusive' and 'be systematic'. 
Groene et al. (2009) expressed a generic approach to strategy development, 
illustrated the use of the Balanced Scorecard as a tool to assist strategy 
implementation in the acute care setting and demonstrated how to breakdown 
strategic goals into measurable elements, using the example of one of the core health 
promotion strategy: improving patient involvement. The study confirmed that 
Balanced Scorecard is a useful tool to guide strategy development and 
implementation in healthcare. Goodman et al, (2001) provided examples of the focus 
and metrics that a healthcare organization might use in conjunction with each of the 
four perspectives. A causal-loop diagram provided a holistic view of the system and 
helped reduce the split between different views of opposition and supporters in 
National Health Service Performance ratings system in the United Kingdom. They 
recognized Balanced Scorecard as one of the usefiil strategic tools that link various 
performance management activities of the organizations (Patel et al., 2008). In 
Swedish healthcare context, Balanced Scorecard has proven to be useful in 
broadening performance management beyond purely financial issues (Aidemark. 
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2001), According to Devitt et al. (2005), one Canadian hospital's strategic 
management system includes a corporate Balanced Scorecard that is cascaded to the 
departmental level. This Scorecard has successfully supported performance 
improvement, as each indicator on the Balanced Scorecard includes data trending 
and analysis, a plan for performance improvement and accountability for the 
indicator. Lesneski (2005) developed a performance measurement system for local 
public health agencies in the Florida department of health using Balanced Scorecard 
approach. The aim was to develop and pilot a performance measurement that 
successMly translated the mission of local public health agency into measures that 
can help practitioners of public health manage improvement in organizational 
performance and community health outcomes. 
It is hard for hospitals to adapt to new strategic objectives due to reasons explained 
by Groene et al. (2009). First, common pitfall of strategy implementation is to 
believe that strategy once drafted and approved, unfolds independently to 
organizational units. This failure to integrate strategy into organizations' policies can 
be observed while evaluating the effect of hospitals' mission statements (Bart, 1999; 
Williams, 2005; Desmidt, 2007; Smythe, 2006). Secondly, strategic decisions may 
be taken by management solely on the basis of routine performance and financial 
data. This is a concern that has been observed for private sector oriented 
organizations such as Health Maintenance Organizations operating in the US health 
care industry and European countries (Brinkmarm et al., 2003). For mid and long-
term planning of hospital services, however, additional information in relation to 
patients, clients, staff, core processes and innovation potentials are gradually gaining 
importance (McKee et al., 2002). Thirdly, new strategic themes developed by 
management are often not shared, understood and equally supported by all staff 
members (Groene et al., 2009). As a consequence of these limitations, existing 
planning and practice are not satisfactorily transformed by executing management's 
strategic positioning. 
3.4.3 Balanced Scorecard in Education Sector 
Replacing customer with student and academic interpretation of the other three 
perspectives organize the Balanced Scorecard for universities. The majority of 
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colleges and universities have a mission or a vision statement that sets out in broad 
terms the goals of institution. Within the context of these objectives, the institution 
must decide the target (Dorweiler & Yakhou, 2005). Studies reveal that colleges and 
universities use Balanced Scorecard to develop frameworks for measuring 
institutional effectiveness on the macro-level (Ruben, 1999; Karathanos & 
Karathanos, 2005). Balanced Scorecard provides university administrators with a 
measurement system that is not only linked to mission and strategy, but also a 
learning model that maintains continuous improvement and environmental 
responsiveness. A questionnaire survey involving 140 secondary schools, in 
Sarawak, Malaysia, a non-profit public sector, was carried out by Lee (2006) in 
which school administrators, teachers and students participated. It suggested that in 
order to make organizations healthy, a wide range of indicators need to be 
incorporated in the performance management framework to measure financial and 
non-financial aspects as well as the lag and lead measures. Beard (2009) presented 
results of successfiil implementation of Balanced Scorecard at the Kenneth W. 
Monfort College of Business at Nothem Colorado, a 2004 Malcolm Baldrige 
National Quality Award recipient and at the University of Wisconsin-Stout, the first 
university to receive the award in 2001. An adapted form of the Balanced Scorecard 
is a component of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (2003). 
3.4.4 Balanced Scorecard in Hospitality Sector 
The use of Balanced Scorecard in hotels stimulates its use within the hotel sector 
(Brander-Brown &. Mc Donnell, 1995). The description of the Balanced Scorecard 
in Hilton Hotels by Huckstein and Duboff (1999) and Denton and White (2000) 
contributed to very few publications on the practical aspects of the Balanced 
Scorecard. Huckstein and Duboff (1999) used a case study in order to examine the 
exercise of the Balanced Scorecard approach delivering consistent value for its 
stakeholders. The findings of the study were communicated in a simple and effective 
manner using green, yellow and red rubrics. Denton and White (2000) also used a 
case study approach to highlight how the use of Balanced Scorecard as a strategic 
control tool in the United States hotel sector (Cobbold & Lawrie, 2002). The 
implemented Balanced Scorecard was a conscious step for management to address 
the potential difficulties before it affects the bottom line. Phillips (2007) adopted a 
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longitudinal approach over a period of three years and aimed to expand 
understanding about the theoretical and practical aspects of the Balemced Scorecard 
as a strategic control tool. He studied the implementation of the approach in a major 
UK hotel company. It also explored if there were any performance differences 
among those hotel unites that were at different stages of Balanced Scorecard 
implementation. 
3.4.5 Balanced Scorecard in Government Organizations 
Since the early 1980s the public sector has undergone radical reforms that laid 
emphasis on a for-profit sector style of management for organizational effectiveness 
and economic efficiency (Hood, 1995; Guthrie & English, 1997; Bevir et al., 2003). 
This need for modernization motivated govenmient administrators to implement 
modem management tools (Alexander, 2000; Ramia & Carney, 2003; Chang, 2006; 
Irwin, 2002; Lawrie & Cobbold, 2004). Anecdotes indicate a growing evidence of 
application of Balanced Scorecard, particularly in the government sector (Atkinson 
& McCrindell, 1997; Silk, 1998; Olve et al., 1999; Kloot & Martin, 2000; Griffiths. 
2003) where performance measurement and management has been a subject of 
concern among officers (Foltin, 1999; Poister & Streib, 1999). Kaplan and Norton 
declare the Balanced Scorecard to be a strategic performance management system 
rather than merely a performance measurement system (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a. 
1993, 1996d). The Balanced Scorecard offers a co-ordinated approach to ensure an 
authority's declared strategic priorities and goals are visibly linked to corporate, 
service and business plans which are ultimately linked to continuous performance 
improvement (Wisniewski & Olafsson, 2004). Balanced Scorecard effectively 
integrates performance management systems with mainstream budgetary and 
management processes, which local government fails to perform (Palmer, 1993). 
Inamdar et al. (2002) interviewed nine managers fi-om non-profit hospitals which 
were in an early stage of implementing Balanced Scorecard fimnework. It reported a 
measurable performance improvement in competitive marketing positions, financial 
results and customer satisfaction. The cause-and-effect reasoning of the Balanced 
Scorecard often helped to identify gaps in existing strategies (Inamdar et al., 2002). 
The Scorecard development process forced these hospitals to clarify and gain 
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consensus on the strategy. Moreover, it increased the credibility of management with 
the board members and facilitated learning and improvement. Woods and Grubnic 
(2008) aimed at demonstrating the theoretical linkages between the Comprehensive 
Performance Assessment of local government and the Balanced Scorecard. The 
researchers also used a case study of performance management within a well-
managed province board and showed how these linkages provide evidence of the 
positive effects of the Balanced Scorecard upon council performance. 
In the United Kingdom, the Balanced Scorecard in public sector appears to offer 
considerable potential to local authorities by contributing to improved performance 
measurement and enhanced performance. The Balanced Scorecard gained the 
attention of several local authorities in Iceland where the government bodies aimed 
to enhance efficiency and effectiveness of the services offered. These include by far 
the largest municipality with over 110,000 people, Reykjavik, and numerous other 
smaller mimicipalities. Reykjavik has worked regarding the implementation of the 
Balanced Scorecard since 2000 and it was seen as a logical extension of the 
management by objectives iiutiative that started in 1996 (Wisniewski &. Olafsson. 
2004). Most municipal governments in United States of America and Canada have 
developed measures to evaluate organization's financial condition, customer 
satisfaction, operating efficiency, iimovation and employee performance (Chan. 
2004). There are many single-case descriptions which report a useful 
implementation of Balanced Scorecard in the non-profit world. The Mayo Clinic, the 
Special Olympics, Duke Children's Hospital, New Profit Inc. or United Way of 
Southeastern New England are few such American examples (Kaplan & Norton, 
1996a; Curtright et al., 2000; Kaplan, 2001; Meliones, 2002). 
Kasperskaya (2008) narrated the experience of two Spanish city councils which 
embarked on new performance measurement projects using Balanced Scorecard 
fi-amework. Modell (2009) experimented with total quality management and 
Balanced Scorecard in the context of Swedish central government, specifically in a 
central government agency- the Swedish National Board of Student Aid. This study 
was a part of a larger research program examining the influence of recent central 
government reforms on the development of performance management and control 
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practices of central government agencies (Modell et al., 2007; Modell &. Gronlund. 
2007). 
3.5 BALANCED SCORECARD: INDIAN SCENARIO 
The liberalization and globalization of the Indian economy in 1991 brought 
substantial changes in the level of competition, production environment and cost 
structure of firms and led to rapid development of advanced technologies (Venkata 
Rataam, 1998; Joshi, 2001; Bhataagar et al., 2004). hi order to ensure the survival 
and maintain the competitive advantage in highly changing business environment, 
corporate India was under pressure to adopt contemporary management techniques 
including Balanced Scorecard (Joshi, 2001; Turner et al., 2005). The history of 
Balanced Scorecard in India is short and so far there have been limited studies on 
Balanced Scorecard in India with mixed experiences (Batra, 2006). Recognizing the 
strategic relevance and importance of Balanced Scorecard, increasing number of 
organizations in India has been using the Balanced Scorecard fi^amework as a 
measurement and management technique (Gupta et al., 2004). 
Anand et al. (2005) foxmd the adoption rate of Balanced Scorecard in India to be 
45.28 percent. Anderson and Lanen (1999) carried out a study on accounting 
practices of 14 Indian firms and notified that information on customer expectations 
and satisfaction, competitor's performance and internal information on process 
variations such as quality measures, on-time delivery, unit product cost and product 
quality failure, has assumed greater significance for strategy formulation in the post-
reform India. The organizational performance models of the Indian firms not only 
cover added external perspectives but are also include traditional measures for 
increasing productivity. 
Joshi (2001) conducted a survey of 60 large and medium-sized Indian manufacturing 
organizations. The outcomes declared that out of 53 respondent firms, 24 adopted 
Balanced Scorecard as a performance management tool. There was extensive 
utilization of financial measures such as retum on investment, variance analysis and 
budgetary control in performance evaluation. Bhagwat and Sharma (2007) 
developed a Balanced Scorecard for supply chain management that 
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measured and assessed day-to-day business operations from the four perspectives of 
Balanced Scorecard. It was a result of extensive review of literature on supply chain 
management performance measures (Chan et al., 2003), supported by three case 
studies, each illustrating ways in which Balanced Scorecard was developed and 
applied in small and medium sized enterprises in India. 
The Commercial Vehicle Business Unit (CVBU) of Tata Motors, the first Indian 
company to implement the Balanced Scorecard in India, was inducted in the 
Balanced Scorecard Hall of Fame offered by the Balanced Scorecard Collaborative, 
Inc. The implementation of the Balanced Scorecard in CVBU of Tata Motors 
focused on defining, cascading and conmiunicating strategies across the 
organization. The Scorecard incorporated safety, quality, delivery, cost and morale 
(SQDCM) and also volume, market share, customer satisfaction, dealer satisfaction 
and receivables (VMCDR) (Khanka, 2012). 
The implementation of Balanced Scorecard framework at Infosys Technologies, one 
of the world's top information technology companies, facilitated communication 
across the entire organization, enhanced the understanding of vision, mission and 
strategy along with integration of the vision, mission and strategy to the goals and 
objectives of individuals and departments. It also acted as an effective basis for 
resource allocation with focus on both managing current performance as well as 
long-term value (Singh & Kumar, 2007). 
Godrej-GE Appliances Limited, Mumbai, a consumer appliances manufacturing 
company had many management initiatives for quality and cost savings. To integrate 
these management initiatives, the organization implemented Balanced Scorecard 
framework in 1998. Also, Goodlass Nerolac Paints Limited, a leading paint 
company in India, adopted the concept of Balanced Scorecard for organizing its 
business strategy and managing enterprise performance. The framework was 
communicated across the organization which developed into a business review and 
enterprise performance management framework. The experience of adopting the 
Balanced Scorecard at Philips Electronics showed that all units resulted in six 
common indicators- profitable revenue growth, customer delight, employee 
satisfaction, drive to operational excellence, organizational development and 
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information technology supports (Singh & Kvimar, 2007). Bhatnagar et al. (2004) 
described effective implementation of Balanced Scorecard performance 
management system at ITC Maurya Sheraton and Towers, New Delhi. Few other 
renowned companies in India that have adopted the Balanced Scorecard are Tata 
Consultancy Services, Castrol India and Taj Group (Singh & Kumar, 2007). 
3.6 BALANCED SCORECARD: GLOBAL SCENARIO 
Various studies reported that up to 60 pyercent companies in the United States of 
America have experimented with the Balanced Scorecard (Silk, 1998). A survey of 
management techniques and tools foimd Balanced Scorecard framework to be one of 
the most popular management tools, with about 44 percent of organizations in North 
America utilizing it (Rigby, 2001). In the Dutch media statements such as having "a 
fad-like impression" (DuMee, 1996, p. 21), qualifying the Balanced Scorecard as "a 
real trend" (Koning & Conijn, 1997, p. 36), being "a true hype" (Hers, 1998, p. 19) 
and "a self-respecting organization apparently can no longer do without the 
Balanced Scorecard" (Van den Heuvel & Broekman, 1998, p. 23), advocate that the 
Balanced Scorecard is an important administrative innovation that has become 
widely spread and introduced many changes in a variety of organizations in the 
Netherlands during the late 1990s (Braam et al., 2007). 
Speckbacher et al. (2003) surveyed 174 senior management executives from 
German-speaking countries, namely, Austria, Switzerland and Germany. It was 
found that 26 percent of the firms used the Balanced Scorecard at the business-unit 
level or use its incomplete version. The cause-and-effect chains were found in the 
Balanced Scorecard of 50 percent of the user firms. Also, more than two-third of the 
Balanced Scorecard user firms linked their compensation to the Balanced Scorecard. 
Over the years, hospitals in Canada have been under pressure to reduce costs and 
improve the quality of patient care. In response, in 1995, the Canadian Institute for 
Health Information developed a hospital Scorecard to be used in evaluating 
performance of hospitals of Ontario (Parkinson et al., 2007). A survey undertaken in 
New Zealand reported that more than 60% of the New Zealand stock exchange's top 
40 companies employ Balanced Scorecard at the organizational or division levels 
(Blundell et al., 2003). The survey also showed that non-financial performance 
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measures continued to lag financial measures in perceived importance among 
surveyed companies. 
In Australia, the adoption rate of the Balanced Scorecard is found to be 88 percent 
(Chenhall & Smith, 1998). McCunn (1998) reported nearly thirty percent of 
Australia's top 1000 companies use Balanced Scorecard. Relatively high number of 
firms use the traditional four perspectives, 20 percent of firms use three and 11 
percent use only two (Brown et al., 2008). Brown et al. (2008) also discussed the 
high prevalence of non-traditional perspectives with 71 percent of firms using 
something else other than the traditional four perspectives. About half the firms 
surveyed had either an environment or a community perspective in their Balanced 
Scorecard. 
Ismail (2007) aimed at examining performance evaluation measures across private 
sector companies in Egypt. The outcome indicated that the Egyptian companies 
depend on performance evaluation measures for planning, control and decision-
making purposes. The Balanced Scorecard had extensive utilization in Egyptian 
companies but the level of use of multi-dimensional indicators was significantly 
low. This highlighted a significant gap, which may be narrowed by escalating 
management awareness regarding the role of performance evaluation measures. 
Hwang and Rau (2007) described the utilization of Balanced Scorecard by a large 
rubber company in Taiwan. Besides the four perspectives, the organization added a 
technical perspective. This investigation offered, specifically rubber companies, a 
direction and suggestions for the development and fiiture implementation of the 
Balanced Scorecard. Xiong et al. (2008) examined the results of a survey in China 
and asserted that most Chinese firms use non-financial performance measures to 
maintain a competitive advantage. 
3,7 RESEARCH ON BALANCED SCORECARD AND CORPORATE REALITIES 
3.7.1 Balanced Scorecard and Strategy 
Balanced Scorecard fi-amework has proved to be successfiil in explaining and 
managing an organization's strategy. A Balanced Scorecard addresses well-known 
issues related to strategy implementation; communication (Alexander, 1985; Beer & 
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Eisenstat, 2000) explanation of priorities and enhanced coordination across 
functions, businesses and boundaries (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000) and middle 
management issues (Giles, 1991; Bungay & Goold, 1991). The link between 
performance measures and organizational strategy is a characteristic unique to 
Balanced Scorecard framework (Kaplan & Norton, 1992a, 1996a). The strategy link 
commxmicates to managers the firm's strategy and objectives (Kapliin & Norton. 
1996a, 2008a). Although the necessary link between the effective performance 
management systems and strategy is well established (Butler et al., 1997; Kaplan & 
Norton, 1996a), there are still relatively few studies focusing on the potential role of 
the Scorecard in the process of strategy implementation. 
Groene et al. (2009) aimed at illustrating the use of Balanced Scorecard as a tool to 
facilitate strategy implementation and demonstrate how to break down strategic 
goals into measurable elements. Atkinson (2006) presented a range of literature to 
understand factors that affect successfiil strategy implementation and bridge the 
boundaries between strategy implementation literature and performance 
management implementation and control. Bloomquist and Yeager (2008) agreed that 
when Balanced Scorecard is linked to a performance management system, it enables 
the organization to align business activities with strategy, while impacting the 
performance of staff. Lawson et al. (2006) discussed the six principles of Kaplan and 
Norton to use a strategy-focused Scorecard system: building an executive leadership 
team to mobilize change, translating strategy into operational terms, linking and 
aligning the organization around its strategy, making strategy every one's job. 
linking strategy and budgeting and finally, turning strategy into a continuous 
process. Benefits of a strategy-focused Scorecard include increased communication, 
enhanced ability to measure performance, better organization alignment, increased 
revenues and decreased costs. 
Kaplan and Norton (2008b) described an integrated process for linking strategy and 
operations, a process Harvard's editors refer to as the 'unified field theory of 
management'. Kaplan and Norton's new process for linking strategy with operations 
consists of a six-stage doubleloop cycle of activities in the areas of strategy 
management and operations management. Kaplan and Norton (2008b) assured that 
the integration of six activities: developing the strategy, translating the strategy. 
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aligning the organization, planning operations, monitoring and learning and testing 
and adapting, can lead to masterfiil strategy execution and can produce what is 
referred to as an 'execution premium'- performance results obtained through the 
solid execution of strategy. 
Studies in organizations which implemented Balanced Scorecard revealed 
contrasting differences in their perceptions of performance measurement systems 
under the Balanced Scorecard versus other performance measurements. Findings 
reported that other performance measurement systems served a narrow purpose and 
failed to manage organization's strategy achieve its aims. Also, they failed to inform 
about the complex interrelationships of strategies across various levels of the 
organization by ignoring cause-and-efFect linkages. Whereas, the Balanced 
Scorecard and its four perspectives focused on making the organizations realize the 
cause-and-effect logic. It also linked strategy with resource allocation and supported 
greater accountability (Inamdar et al., 2002). In a research conducted by Palladium 
in 2006, it was found that out of organizations which did not possess a systematic 
performance management process to link strategy wath operations, only 27 percent 
performed as well as, or better than, the average of their industry peer group. On the 
contrary, among organizations which applied process for linking strategy to 
operations, 70 percent declared to perform as well as, or better than, their industry 
peers. Pateman (2008) identified this as a large gap between winners and losers. 
3.7.2 Balanced Scorecard and Culture 
Kaplan and Norton (2001a) notified that one of the roles of a corporate Balanced 
Scorecard is to articulate the, "... values, beliefs, and ideas that reflect the corporate 
identity and must be shared by all strategic business units ..." (p. 169). Kaplan and 
Norton argue that Balanced Scorecard enables tangible and intangible assets to be 
linked through the cause-and-effect model, to enhance organizational value (Kaplan 
& Norton, 2001a). Kaplan and Norton (2001a) describe that the 'learning and 
growth' dimension of Balanced Scorecard deals with the cultural shifts necessary to 
achieve strategic objectives. Kaplan and Norton (2004a) continue to inform that the 
'learning and growth' objective appearing most commonly in Balanced Scorecard is 
"shaping the culture" (p. 60). Smith (1998) and Kaplan and Norton (2001a) assert 
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that if the nature of the organization would change then its culture would change too. 
This would suggest that the researchers perceive a role for a 'culture measure' in 
corporate level scorecards. This further indicates that strategy changes often need 
changes in culture to accomplish those strategies. Brown (2000) argued that in order 
to develop a Balanced Scorecard, it is necessary to embed organizational values in it. 
He attributes the identification of organizational values to the total quality 
movement and articulates a link to the Baldrige Award. Whirlpool, the appliance 
manufacturer, has implemented a Balanced Scorecard fi-amework as an approach to 
create a performance culture within its European subsidiaries (Mooraj et al., 1999). 
3.7.3 Balanced Scorecard and Human Resources 
Anonymous (2008) responded the questions related to Balanced Scorecards. 
unclaimed wages and information data. By linking clearly defined department 
objectives and performance to strategic business goals, the Human Resource 
Balanced Scorecard allows human resource staff to focus on activities in support of 
company goals. There has been emphasis on Personal Balanced Scorecard which 
focuses on the changing individual behavior to drive organizational effectiveness 
and enhance performance, innovation, employee satisfaction and motivation. The 
Personal Balanced Scorecard encompasses the personal mission, vision, key roles, 
critical success factors, objectives, performance measures, targets and improvement 
actions, divided along four perspectives: internal, external, knowledge and learning 
and financial. This assists the employees to reflect upon their personal habits, skills 
and behavior and can arrange the employees in the direction of personal well-being 
and success in society (Rampersad, 2006). 
In a study conducted by Bumey and Swanson (2010) at Institute of Management 
Accountants, the results demonstrated higher levels of job satisfaction when 
managers reported stronger strategy links. A better understanding of organizational 
strategy enables managers to make decisions that are consistent with the goals of a 
firm (Malina et al., 2007). Forrett and Sullivan (2002) examined three major shifts in 
individual career patterns and suggested a fi-esh approach for managing employment. 
The researchers described how to build one's social capital through networking. 
Result also showed that networking helps improve the likelihood of finding new 
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jobs and is linked to increase in compensation, promotions and career satisfaction. 
The study recommended and provided suggestions for examining and improving 
one's network holistically through a Balanced Scorecard approach. Bergendahl & 
Dagas (1997) confirmed that the Balanced Scorecard provides feedback to the 
workers on their efforts towards the organization, informing them regarding their 
roles played in the achievement of business objectives. Turner (2006) recognized the 
useful application of Balanced Scorecard to career and family equilibrium. To adapt 
Kaplan and Norton's framework to family goals, the traditional core areas of 
measurement- financial, customer, internal-business-process and learning and 
growth, are substituted with personal core areas of measurement- financial stability, 
family culture and values and career success. 
3.7.4 Balanced Scorecard and Organizational Performance & Effectiveness 
After about a decade of being presented in the literature, one of the most compelling 
questions remains whether the implementation of Balanced Scorecard actually 
enhances company profitability. It has been suggested that companies adopting 
performance measurement system would improve their corporate performance and 
profitability by identifying the causal relationships between actions and performance 
(Buhaovac & Slapnicar, 2007). There is some evidence that non-financial 
performance measures are positively associated with performance (Abemethy & 
Lillis, 1995; Ittner & Larcker, 1995, 1997; Chenhall, 1997; Perera et al., 1997; Ittner 
et al., 2003; Kaynak, 2003; Said et al., 2003; Davis & Albright, 2004). Thompson 
and Mathys (2008) advocated the use of an aligned Balanced Scorecard as a means 
to enhance the Scorecard approach and improve leadership effectiveness. 
Balanced Scorecard facilitates organization decide the factors essential for the 
success of a business (Summerfield & Kmgsnorth, 2009). The relationship between 
non-financial and financial measures should be one of cause and effect. Non-
financial measures impact finances through several stages. For instance, the right 
staff and technology that engage in strategically important activities satisfy 
customers and obtain new business (Olve et al., 1999). Empirical studies found that 
non-financial measures such as customer satisfaction are positively related to 
financial indicators such as stock prices and revenues (Anderson et al., 1994; Amir 
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& Lev, 1996; Ittner & Larcker, 1998; Banker et al., 2000). The customer-centric 
framework relates customer satisfaction to purchase or repurchase intentions and 
thereby to a firm's futxire sales levels (Kreps, 1990). Further, customer satisfaction is 
described as evolving over time, based on consumer's experience with the product 
for which quality and reliability of the product is maintained through internal-
business-processes (Anderson et al., 1994). 
Hoque and James (2000) surveyed 66 Australian manufacturing firms and 
recognized that Balanced Scorecard usage is significantly correlated with higher 
organizational performance. They measured organizational performance by return 
on investment, margin on sales, capacity utilization, customer satisfaction and 
product quality. Davis and Albright (2004) compared financial performances of two 
sets of banking branches of the same institution before and after one set has 
implemented a Balanced Scorecard. The financial performances of the branches that 
implemented the Balanced Scorecard system improved while the financial 
performance of the control set of branches did not change. The Ontario Physical and 
Health Education Association (OPHEA), Canada, is one volunteer sector 
organization that has successfully implemented Balanced Scorecard to ensure that its 
staff was sufficiently trained and its business processes were effective (Markham, 
2003). Narrett (2008) enlightened how Balanced Scorecard Strategic Management 
System helped PSE&G, America's largest combined electric and natural gas 
company, set new levels of excellence in reliability, safety, innovation and overall 
performance. As a result, the company reduced customer complaints by 40 percent, 
achieved successful operations, got people throughout the organization focused on 
activities to produce improved outcomes and transformed PSE&G's culture into one 
that emphasize excellence, accoimtability and continuous advancement. 
3.7.5 Balanced Scorecard and Change 
As organizations around the world transform themselves for competition that is 
based on information, their ability to exploit intangible assets has become far more 
critical than their capacity to invest in and manage physical assets. Several years 
ago, in recognition to this change, Kaplan and Norton (1992a) introduced a concept 
called Balanced Scorecard, which is suggested as an invaluable tool in transforming 
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organizations. The Balanced Scorecard is a customer-based planning and process 
improvement system, with its primary focus on driving an organization's change 
process by identifying and evaluating relevant performance measures. Studies on 
Balanced Scorecard focused on many firms have found that the Balanced Scorecard 
a useful tool for focusing and sustaining their continuous improvement efforts 
(Kershaw & Kershaw, 2001; Brewer, 2002; Gumbus & Lyron, 2002). Jayashree and 
Hussain (2011) proposed a holistic conceptual framework for identifying, 
formulating, deploying, measuring, aligning and tracking strategic changes in 
organizations using Balanced Scorecard. 
Bhatnagar et al. (2004) explored the use of Strategic Human Resource Management 
through the implementation of a Balanced Scorecard approach as a tool for 
innovative performance management. Denton (2005) reports that 76% of companies 
believe that corporate culture is highly important and should be measured but onlv 
37% are doing so. In order to be effective, all performance management systems 
require a provision to manage culture. Such provisions should monitor changes in 
the culture and the ways that interactions, both internal and external to the 
organization, are affected by those changes (Halachmi, 2005). Rigby and Bilodeau 
(2007) assert that corporate culture directly impacts the success of management tools 
used to aide companies in process improvement and decision making. Kaplan and 
Norton (2001a) further emphasize that using the Balanced Scorecard will result in 
changes in organizational culture to one focused on the corporate strategy (Smith. 
1998; Kaplan & Norton, 2001a). 
Kaplan and Norton (2001a) described AT«&T Canada, Inc., which was later known 
as United Communication, Inc., where a new Chief Executive Officer revived the 
company back from the verge of bankruptcy setting stage for tiimaround Balanced 
Scorecard strategic management system. In the mid 1990s, prior to introduction of 
the Balanced Scorecard, the company underwent huge losses and ranked at the 
bottom in surveys of employees satisfaction. By 1998, the company was able to 
generate positive cash flow, revenue per employee increased more than 35% in three 
years and the organization was ranked in the top 10 in a survey of employee 
satisfaction carried out in 1998 at 500 North American companies. Similarly, Ashton 
(1998) examined National Westminister Bank and its utilization of Balanced 
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Scorecard to improve quality and service. It also aimed at changing the corporate 
culture from its traditional command and to control structure. Balanced Scorecard 
helped to overcome the traditional bias in banking towards financial reporting by 
introducing a system that can took into accoimt factors such as learning and 
innovation. 
Pienaar and Penzhom (2000) discussed the implementation of the Balanced 
Scorecard model for facilitating transformation at an academic library, the Academic 
Information Service, University of Pretoria, South Africa, which involved major 
structural changes. It offered a wide range of innovations and improvements in 
performance contributing to the development and continuance of long-term 
competitive benefit. Souissi and Itoh (2006) explored the utilization of Balanced 
Scorecard in a high-tech Japanese company as a tool for a change program. The 
researchers also highlighted chdlenges to link the attainment of the strategic 
objectives across all the dimensions of Balanced Scorecard to employee 
compensation. The organization was under immense pressure to promote the NT7 
Comware brand as a world leader in advanced technology. In addition, the 
organization also aimed to increase its customer base through the excellent quality 
of its products. At the beginning, the Balanced Scorecard was perceived as a 
performance measurement system and a tool to organize the change program. 
Subsequently, top management transformed it into a means to communicate the 
strategic objectives across all the organization's units. 
3.8 RESEARCH GAP 
The extensive review of literature indicated that various researchers and 
practitioners discussed the ideas of change management and Balanced Scorecard. 
Organizations competing in the fast-changing business environment constantly 
explore for a robust strategy to survive the new global economic order, achieving 
improved performance continuously. Many studies acknowledged the relationship 
between change interventions and organizational effectiveness. Balanced Scorecard 
has been linked to many management concepts especially organization dashboards, 
total quality management and six sigma implementations (Kirby & Hughes, 1997: 
Niven, 2005). There is a considerable body of literature linking the Balanced 
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Scorecard to organizational culture (Kaplan & Norton, 2001a; Bititci et al., 2004; 
Kaplan & Norton, 2004a; Halachmi, 2005; Hammer, 2007; Rigby & Bilodeau. 
2007). The need for using integrated and strategic performance management tools 
such as the Balanced Scorecard to measure, evaluate and manage the change process 
has lately been found in writings by a few researchers (Hayes, 2007; Grieves, 2010). 
Researchers acknowledge that transformations require the realigrmient of the vision. 
mission, strategy and culture at a systemic level (Jayashree & Hussain, 2011). 
Although, very few studies have recognized the relationship between change 
management and Balanced Scorecard in limited areas, no research has yet studied 
this relationship empirically. Surprisingly, little academic research has focused on 
outcomes of the Balanced Scorecard usage on performance of organizations (Ittner 
& Larcker, 1998). There is a lack of studies on change management and Balanced 
Scorecard based on reliable and valid research instrument. To the best of the 
knowledge of the researcher, there has been no study in India and abroad which 
compared the use of Balanced Scorecard in various sectors. Studies with empirical 
testing of the relationship between change management and Balanced Scorecard 
framework are missing. Moreover, the researcher did not come across any study in 
India and abroad that observed the impact of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard on organizational effectiveness. 
The present study shows how the utilization of Balanced Scorecard differs in public 
and private sector including manufacturing and service industry. This research 
studies the relationship between change management and Balanced Scorecard 
empirically. Further, it examines the impact of different varieties of changes on 
organizational change as a whole including the effect of the four perspectives of 
Balanced Scorecard on Balanced Scorecard framework. A demonstration of the 
impact of change management and Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness is achieved through this work including testing or the empirical impact 
of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change. 
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CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter discusses the need for the present study and its objectives. The research 
design and methodology adopted in the study are elaborated. The chapter details on 
various research constructs and stages of development of the research instrument. It 
illustrates the conceptual model of this research and attends to issues like reliability, 
validity, sampling procedure and methods of data collection. The research 
hypotheses and a brief overview of methods of analysis along with limitations of the 
study are highlighted. 
4.1 NEED FOR RESEARCH 
During the last few decades, organizations have been exposed to global environment 
changes (Ghoshal, 1987), with increasingly competitive environment (David, 2006), 
further complicated by technological changes (Connor, 1992; Wanberg & Banas, 
2000) and a volatile economic environment (Hoskisson et al., 2000). The pace of 
change has become greater than ever before (By, 2005) and for the sake of survival, 
organizations emphasize on anticipating with an aim to adapting to these changes 
(Kuhn, 1970; Drucker, 1999; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Johansson, 2004; Friedman. 
2005; Turner et al., 2009). This is achieved mainly through strategic organizational 
redesign (Greenwood & Minings, 1988) which usually entails altering the culture of 
the organization (Gilmore et al., 1997). Organizational change is expected to have a 
positive impact on individual development and organizational performance (Zeira & 
Avedisian, 1989; Robertson & Seneviratne, 1995). 
Kaplan and Norton (1996c) defined Balanced Scorecard as a framework that helps 
organizations translate strategy into operational objectives that drive both behavior 
and performance. The Balanced Scorecard strategic management system is 
comprised of "a framework, core principles and processes that translate an 
organization's mission and strategy into a comprehensive set of performance 
measures strategically aligned initiatives" (Inamdar et al., 2002, p. 21). Researchers 
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suggest that the Balanced Scorecard should be utilized as a part of a strategic 
management system that connects the entity's mission, core values and vision for the 
future with strategies, targets and initiatives that are explicitly designed to inform 
and motivate continuous efforts for improvement (Hoffecker, 1994; Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992a, 1992b, 1993,1995,1996b, 1996c). 
Balanced Scorecard program has been characterized as a change project instead of a 
metrics project (Kaplan & Norton, 2001c). The Balanced Scorecard approach 
extends into linking employee rewards to performance in all four areas, with suitable 
weightings applied reflecting the relative importance of each area (Gadenne. 2000). 
Hoque and James (2000) recommended that greater Balanced Scorecard usage is 
associated with improved performance, but this relationship does not depend 
significantly on organization size, product life cycle, or market position. The 
Balanced Scorecard provides concurrent reflection of leading and lagging factors of 
performance evaluation, financial and non-financial, internal and external business, 
qualitative and quantitative measurement, as units of a performance measurement 
successfiiUy attains corporate strategy, missions and objectives (Barsky & Bermser. 
1999; Huefiier, 2002; Fletcher & Smith, 2004). Ahn (2001) points out that 
implementing the Balanced Scorecard not only contributes substantial aid to the 
realization of performance goals, but can also fiirther achieve advantages in 
management, such as planning and budgeting of strategy-oriented actions and 
contributing to strategy communication. 
Kaplan and Norton (2001a) emphasized those organizations employing new 
strategies to understand the need for a new measurement framework and consider 
Balanced Scorecard as a powerfiil tool for driving change initiatives. They stressed 
on Balanced Scorecard as a powerfiil means for translating a firm's vision and 
strategy into a tool that effectively communicates strategic intent and motivates 
performance against established strategic goals all the while contributing to 
organizational performance (Kaplan & Norton, 1996b). 
Although, the significance of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard to 
improve the performance of organizations has been indicated, there is little academic 
research focused on outcomes of the Balanced Scorecard usage on performance of 
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organizations (Ittner & Larcker, 1998). The researcher did not come across an\ 
study in India or abroad that focused specifically on relationship between 
organizational change and Balanced Scorecard and investigating the impact of both 
on organizational effectiveness. This research includes organizations belonging to 
private and public sector and manufacturing and service industry. Thus, the need for 
an empirical study to investigate the impact of effective change management and 
Balanced Scorecard on organizational effectiveness emerges. 
In the present research, the relationship between organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard has been explored. The function of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard in success of organizations is empirically tested. Business organizations 
will understand the role of various changes in the organizational change process. 
Also, the significance of each perspective of Balanced Scorecard has been evaluated 
which could steer organizations take decisions while implementing Balanced 
Scorecard fi-amework. The research also assesses the impact of organizational 
change and Balanced Scorecard on organizational effectiveness. It also aims at 
assisting organizations understand the differences in practicing change and Balanced 
Scorecard in various sectors and industries. 
4.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
The study has a broad objective, which is divided into sub-objectives. 
4.2.1 Broad Objective 
The study focuses on the following broad objective: 
To develop a reliable and valid instrument for exploring the process of change 
management and Balanced Scorecard existing in organizations and to observe the 
impact of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. 
4.2.2 Sub-Objectives 
The broad objective is broken down into five categories of sub-objectives. 
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Category I: To study the concepts of Organizational Change and Balanced 
Scorecard 
> To study the aspects and processes of change and its management. 
> To study the aspects and processes of Balanced Scorecard. 
> To study Balanced Scorecard as a tool for organizational change. 
Category II: Developing an instrument to study the process of Organizational 
Change and dimensions of Balanced Scorecard. 
> To develop a reliable and valid instrument to explore the various kinds of 
changes and change processes occurring in the companies along with the 
dimensions of Balanced Scorecard existing in organizations. 
Category HI: Investigating the role of Organizational Change and Balanced 
Scorecard in organizations. 
> To explore various kinds of change practiced by the organizations. 
> To find out whether Balanced Scorecard has been used for effective change 
management. 
> To propose the use of Balanced Scorecard as an effective instrument to 
implement change. 
Category IV: To study the relationships among Organizational Change, Balanced 
Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between organizational change and organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between Balanced Scorecard and organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To study the relationship between organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
Category V: To investigate the impact of different variables on Organizational 
Change, Balanced Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
> To investigate the impact of various kinds of changes on organizational 
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change. 
> To investigate the impact of different perspectives of Balanced Scorecard on 
Balanced Scorecard. 
> To investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change. 
> To investigate the impact of organizational change on organizational 
effectiveness. 
> To investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. 
4.3 RESEARCH DESIGN 
Research design is a framework or blueprint for carrying out research projects. It 
presents the procedures essential for obtaining the information needed to structure or 
solve research problems. Conclusive research aims at testing specific hypotheses and 
examines specific relationships. It is based on large, representative samples and the 
data obtained are subjected to quantitative analysis (Malhotra, 2005). The present 
study is descriptive in nature. A descriptive research describes the relation between 
independent and dependent variable. It has a structured research design conducted 
generally through surveys (Malhotra, 2005). The information from the target sample 
element has been gathered only once which makes this research a cross-sectional 
study (Malhotra, 2005; Cooper & Schindler, 2009). In Exhibit 4.1, the shaded boxes 
indicate the research design considered for this study. 
For data collection, a research tool was designed based on extensive literature 
review. The research instrument was pilot tested and after necessary modifications, 
it was employed to gather data from the study sample. The reliability and validity of 
the instrument was determined. Data was generated and then subject to analysis. 
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Exhibit 4.1: Classification of Research Design 
^ 
Research Design 
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Exploratory Research Design 
1 
\f 
Conclusive Research Design 
> 
Descriptive 
Research 
1 
'r 
Cross-Sectional 
Design 
1 i i 
Single Cross-
Sectional Design 
IMultipie Cross-
Sectional Design 
1 
' f 
i 
Causal Research 
Longitudinal 
Design 
Source: Adapted from Malhotra, N. K. (2005). 
4.4 RESEARCH CONSTRUCTS AND MEASURES 
Research constructs and items related to dependent and independent variables were 
identified for the study. Independent variables were measures of change 
management and Balanced Scorecard. Measures of change management include 
technological change, social change, leadership change and structural change. 
Balanced Scorecard comprises of financial perspective, customer perspective, 
internal business process perspective and learning and growth perspective. 
Organizational effectiveness is the dependent variable which is influenced by 
measures of change management and Balanced Scorecard. 
4.4.1 Change Management 
Berger (1994) defines change management as "the continuous process of aligning an 
organizafion with its marketplace and doing it more responsively and effectively 
than competitors" (p. 7). Organizational change is the movement of an organization 
fi-om the existing plateau toward a desired future state in order to increase 
organizational efficiency and effectiveness (George & Jones, 2002; Cummings & 
Worley, 2005). Nisbet (1972) identified four characteristics of change: it is natural. 
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inevitable and continuous that moves in a particular direction. Change can proceed 
from natural causes (Spencer, 1897) or may follow contradictions within a society 
(Marx, 1867; Hegel, 2001). 
Technological Change 
McAfee (2006) suggested executives need to stop looking at information technology 
projects as technology installations and start looking at them as periods of 
organizational change that they have a responsibility to manage. The search for new 
solutions to the issues of managing and organizing commercial success found new 
approaches. In the early 1990s, approaches based on business process reengineering 
(Hammer & Champy, 1993) and total quality management gained popularity. Tichy 
(1983) observed Total Quality Management as a change in an organization's 
technology, its way of doing work. In the human services, this means the way clients 
are processed, the service delivery methods applied to them, and ancillary 
organizational processes such as paperwork, procurement processes, and other 
procedures. Few years later, enterprise resource planning system emerged as a 
means of integrating the diverse fiinctions of an organization and thus resulting in 
reforming operations for organizational success (Lee & Lee, 2000). 
Social Change 
Aristotle was fascinated by change and its relation to organic growth, and he was 
among the first to make a scientific study of change (Nisbet, 1972). "Social change 
may originate in any institutional area, bringing about changes in other areas, which 
in turn make for fiuther adaptations in the initial sphere of change. Technological, 
economic, political, religious, ideological, demographic and stratification factors are 
all viewed as potentially independent variables which influence each other as well as 
the course of society" (Etzioni &, Etzioni, 1964, p. 7). Factors in social change can 
be summarized under the categories of economical, political and cultural (Leat. 
2005). Among political influences the government plays a very large role in change 
in industrial societies. Significance of cultural influences in social change can be 
explained by secularization and development of science which affect the approach of 
individuals to legitimacy and authority. Thus, it has influenced social structures, 
systems and values (Giddens & Duneier, 2000). 
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Leadership Change 
Change processes which encompass human resources, information technology 
adoption and upgrades, tools and techniques, as well as the basic rules and controls 
within the organization are the mandate of leaders engaged in the management of 
change (Bainbridge, 1996). It is up to the leaders to make these change initiatives 
tangible rather than abstract and to awaken enthusiasm and ownership of the 
proposed changes within the corporate milieu. Leaders are responsible for bridging 
the gap between strategy decisions and the reality of implementing the changes 
within the structure and workforce of the organization (Kaminski, 2000). 
"Underlying this principle is the fact that almost everything in an organization's 
infrastructure has an influence on some other part of it. Management style affects 
culture, technology affects the way staff interact with customers, internal 
communication methods affect how people work together" (Bainbridge, 1996, p. 
37). Nadler (1998) emphasized the value of leaders in organizing and maintaining a 
climate for change within organizations. Adaptive leaders offer direction, 
orientation, protection, conflict control, and the shaping of norms while overseeing 
the change process within the corporate structure (Conger et al., 1999). 
Structural Change 
An organization structure is the way in which the tasks and subtasks required to 
implement a strategy are arranged. Since restructuring refers to changing the 
organization structure in line with the changes in the environment and strategies, 
there is no one completely exact way to arrange the organizations. Organizational 
design has to be based on the needs of the organization (Kazmi, 2002). New 
conmiunication and working dynamics and environmental turbulence, have forced 
organizations to become more fluid and responsive than ever before (Arena, 2002) 
Restructuring, reorganization, reengineering, delayering, flatter structures are the 
major ideas related with restructuring. Reengineering is the fundamental rethinking 
and radical design of business processes to achieve dramatic gains in areas in cost. 
quality, service, and speed whereas delayering is reducing the levels in the 
organizational hierarchy with to facilitate improved communication and control 
within the organization (Hammer & Champy, 1995). 
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AA2 The Balanced Scorecard Framework 
The balanced scorecard evaluates an organization by combining tangible and 
intangible performance elements from multiple perspectives. The Balanced 
Scorecard does not substitute but supplements the financial measures (how does the 
company look to shareholders?) with operational measures through customer 
satisfaction (how do customers view the company?), internal processes (what must 
the company excel at?), and the organization's innovation and improvement 
activities (can the company continue to improve and create value?) (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992, 1996a). The four perspectives of balanced scorecard are discussed 
below: 
Financial Perspective: How Do We Look to Shareholders? 
Financial performance measures specify whether the company's strategy 
implementation and execution add to bottom-line improvement. Financial 
perspective aims at profitability, growth and shareholder value (Kaplan &. Norton, 
1992), sales growth rate, return on investment, return on assets, return on equity, 
earnings per share and economic value added (Chi & Hung, 2011). The financial 
measures provide a common language for analyzing and comparing companies 
(Pandey, 2001). In organizations, mission and vision are the most important goals 
that transform financial issues into sustaining and backup roles in order to guarantee 
that the businesses attain their objectives in an efficient maimer with minimal cost 
(Niven, 2003). 
Customer Perspective: How Do Customers See Us? 
Customer perspective is interested in the responsiveness, timeliness, service and 
quality that the firm provides. It aims to maintain the existing customers and attract 
on future customers. The customer perspective helps an organization to know how it 
should create value for its customers if it is to succeed. Organizations have 
recognized the importance of customer focus and customer satisfaction in a 
sustained financial performance (Pandey, 2005). The primary duty of customer 
management is to segment and choose the highest-value customers as the target 
group then to acquire, retain, and grow the relationship with the customers (Kaplan 
& Norton, 1992). The Balanced Scorecard demands that managers translate their 
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general mission statement on customer services into specific measures that reflect 
the key factors for customer satisfaction (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). 
Internal Business Process Perspective: What Must We Excel At? 
Beginning with the innovation management to keep core competencies to generate 
more value for customers, an organization must continue to innovate not only in 
productions or services but also in internal processes. An innovation process driven 
by the customers' needs includes four important processes: identifying opportunities 
for new products and services; managing the research and development portfolio; 
designing and developing the new production and services; and bringing the new 
products and services to market (Kaplan & Norton, 2004). For the internal business 
process perspective, managers identify the meeisures that are most critical to deliver 
on the value propositions of customers in targeted market segments and satisfy 
shareholder expectations of excellent financial returns (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). 
Learning and Growth Perspective: Can We Continue to Improve and Create 
Value? 
The learning and growth perspective develops objectives £ind measures to drive 
organizational learning and growth. This perspective focuses on innovation, 
creativity, competence, and capability (Pandey, 2005). The objectives in the learning 
and growth perspective provide the infrastructure to enable ambitious objectives in 
the other three perspectives to be achieved (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). This 
dimension expects satisfaction and retention of employees along with individual 
learning to enhance business processes, routines and performance of the 
organization. According to Kaplan and Norton (1992, 1996) improved performance 
can be measured in customer satisfaction and financial results. 
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4.5 CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF RESEARCH 
Exhibit 4.2: Conceptual Model of Research 
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Growth 
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ORGANIZATIONAL 
CHANGE 
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• 
/ 
BALANCED 
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EFFECTIVENESS 
d i 
Source: Developed by the Researcher 
Exhibit 4.2 illustrates the conceptual model developed by the researcher for the 
study. The conceptual model of research presents the variables based on literature 
review and their relationship with each other. The model specification of the study 
is: 
0E= f {OC, BSC} 
where, 
OC: Organizational Change 
BSC: Balanced Scorecard 
OE: Organizational Effectiveness 
4.6 RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 
Extensive literature review indicated lack of comprehensive tool to gain the outlook 
of organizations towards change management. Balanced Scorecard and 
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organizational effectiveness. This expanded the need for designing a research 
instrument which could help researchers measure the extent of change management. 
Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness in an organization. Hence, a 
formalized set of questions for obtaining information from respondents on the three 
aspects was developed. 
Independent Variables 
The independent variables are grouped into two groups. The first group of 
independent variables was related to various kinds of changes occurring in any 
organization- technological change, social change, leadership change and structural 
change. The second group of independent variables included the four perspectives 
Balanced Scorecard- financial, customer, internal business process and learning and 
growth. 
Dependent Variables 
The variable which is affected by the forces of measures of change management and 
Balanced Scorecard is Organizational Effectiveness. 
The research instrument followed a 5-point Likert scale v^th choices of responses as 
strongly agree (5), agree (4), neither agree nor disagree (3), disagree (2) and strongly 
disagree (1). Likert scale developed by Rensis Likert, consist of statements that 
express either favorable or unfavorable attitude towards the object of interest. The 
participant is asked to agree or disagree with each statement. Each response is given 
a numerical score to reflect its degree of attitudinal favorableness (Cooper &. 
Schindler, 2009). The research instrument was developed in four steps: 
Step I: Identification of constructs of change management and Balanced Scorecard 
from literature leading to development of questiormaire. 
Step II: Gaining opinions from academicians and practitioners and accordingly 
alteration of the designed draft questiormaire. 
Step III: Pilot testing and confirmation of items. 
Step IV: Adapting the questiormaire according to the pilot study feedback. 
Chapter Four Research Methodology' 
The development of instrument required inclusion of few aspects to increase the 
response rate. Leedy and Ormrod (2001) stated that surveys should be easy and 
quick for the respondents to complete. The survey used Likert scale which reduced 
the time taken by the respondents to fill in their responses and also enhanced the 
unwillingness to offer their time. Since, the target respondents were senior managers 
who usually go on a time bound schedule, this feature proved to be an advantage. 
Moreover, while forming the questionnaire as a whole, the researcher focused that it 
appear user-fiiendly and prominent to the respondents. 
4.7 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
4.7.1 Reliability 
Measurement results are considered reliable when they remain stable from one 
rating period to another or consistent fi-om rater to other (Smith, 1976; Wexley. 
1979). Nuimally (1967) defined reliability as "the extent to which [measurement] are 
repeatable and that any random influence which tends to make measurements 
different fi-om occasion to occasion is a source of measurement error" (p. 206). 
Consistency check is commonly expressed in the form of Cronbach's coefficient 
alpha (Cronbach, 1951). The analysis yields a correlation coefficient that indicates 
the level of internal consistency. Cronbach's alpha is the average of all possible 
split-half coefficients resulting from different ways of splitting the scale items 
(Malhotra, 2005). Reliability can be expressed in terms of stability, equivalence and 
consistency. In other words, reliability is measured in terms of the ratio of true score 
variance to observed score variance. The theory behind it is that the observed score 
is equal to the true score plus the measurement error (Y= T+E). A true score reflects 
what the examinee actually knows or more formally, "the examinee's true score can 
be interpreted as the average of the observed scores obtained over an infinite number 
of repeated testings with the same test" (Crocker & Algina, 1986, p. 109). An error 
score is that part of the observed test score due to factors other than what the 
examinee knows or can do. 
The initial questionnaire used for pilot study had 76 items. The first four categories 
were related to organizational change namely technological change (TEC), social 
change (SOC), leadership change (LEC) and structural change (STC). The numbers 
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of statements illustrating these dimensions were 6, 14, 8 and 4 respectively. The next 
four categories related to Balanced Scorecard were financial perspective (FIP), 
customer perspective (CSP), internal business process perspective (IBP) and 
learning and growth perspective (LGP). The size of statements demonstrating these 
aspects were 9, 9, 10 and 15 respectively. The last category, overall effectiveness, 
was acknowledged in one statement. 
Unlike other measures such as Spearman-Brown, Cronbach's alpha takes into 
account the effect of each item in estimating the overall reliability (Fried & Ferris, 
1987). Cronbach's alpha tends to be high if the scale items are highly correlated 
(Hair et al., 1998). A rule of thumb in social sciences states that Cronbach's alpha 
should be at least 0.70 for the scale to be thought of as reliable (Nunnally, 1978; 
Bland & Altman, 1997). However, there does not seem to be a consistent opinion on 
the value of Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency of items. Kehoe (1995) 
suggests that an alpha value of at least 0.50 should be achieved for accepting the 
items "as in" within a dimension. Also, Bowling (1997) reported that an alpha of 
0.50 or above is an indication of good internal consistency. The Cronbach's alpha of 
various items in each category of the research instrument was computed which 
resulted in the data reduction. The items were deleted on the basis of the score of 
Cronbach's alpha. As a result, 76 statements were reduced to 41. The research 
instrument has nine perspectives and Cronbach's alpha value for each perspective 
after deleting the items are shown in Table 4.1. 
Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach's Alpha Item Statistics 
Items 
T2 
T3 
T4 
T5 
S02 
S03 
S07 
Mean 
3.44 
3.20 
3.12 
4.08 
2.96 
3.12 
3.40 
Std. Deviation 
.961 
1.041 
1.269 
.702 
.735 
.600 
1.190 
Cronbach's Alpha 
0.755 
0.681 
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SOlO 
so 13 
S014 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L6 
STl 
ST3 
Fl 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F7 
F8 
C3 
C4 
C6 
CI 
PI 
P3 
P4 
P6 
P7 
P9 
PIO 
LGl 
LG5 
3.64 
2.76 
3.40 
3.12 
3.04 
3.28 
3.24 
3.00 
3.68 
2.92 
4.12 
4.04 
3.64 
4.08 
3.84 
3.72 
3.84 
3.56 
4.04 
3.80 
3.80 
3.84 
3.96 
3.76 
4.00 
4.64 
3.56 
4.12 
3.60 
.952 
.970 
.500 
1.013 
1.060 
.891 
1.012 
1.080 
.557 
.997 
.600 
.790 
.757 
.812 
.943 
.843 
.800 
.917 
.611 
.957 
.913 
.800 
.790 
.879 
.913 
.638 
1.158 
.781 
.866 
J 
^M 
0.697 
0.597 
0.729 
0.802 
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LG6 
LGIO 
LG12 
LG14 
OE 
3.96 
3.40 
3.44 
3.56 
3.72 
.735 
.816 
1.121 
1.003 
.891 
0.739 
m 
4.1.2 Validity 
Validity is often defined as the extent to which an instniment measures what it 
purports to measure (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). Leedy and Omrod (2001) 
consider it as an evaluation of the extent to which theory and empirical evidence 
supports the inferences and explanation of the research data. Validity requires that 
an instrument is reliable, but an instrument can be reliable without being valid 
(Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). 
Face Validity 
Face validity relates to whether a test appears to be a good measure or not. A scale is 
said to have face validity if it 'looks like' it is going to measure what is supposed to 
measure (Ahmad & Schroeder, 2003). After carrying out an extensive literature, a 
draft questionnaire was prepared. As suggested by Ahmad and Schroeder (2003), 
two different researchers were requested to propose items for the questionnaire. The 
items recommended by them were compared with the items in the questionnaire 
plan. Then, two other researchers who belonged to the same area were requested to 
appraise the survey items and find out what it projected to measure. This confirmed 
that the questionnaire developed is logical and satisfactory. 
Content Validity 
Content validity is defined as the extent to which the content of a measurement scale 
appears to tap all the relevant facets of the construct it is attempting to measure 
(Parasuraman et al., 1991; Ding & Hershberger, 2002; Malhotra, 2005; Warner, 
2008). It also refers to the degree to which elements of an assessment instrument are 
relevant to and representative of the targeted construct for a particular assessment 
purpose (Anastasi, 1988; Suen, 1990; Messick, 1993; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; 
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Walsh, 1995). Garver and Mentzer (1999) accept that there is no formal statistical 
test for content validity and thus, researcher judgment and insight must be applied. A 
broad study of significant literature and dialogue with experts helped in ensuring 
content validity. This avoided repetition of similar statements and adding more 
appropriate terms for better understanding of the respondents. The questionnaire 
formed for the present research was administered on a group of strategists and 
academicians. These experts were requested to present their feedback on the items, 
statements and research instrument as a whole. The total number of experts was 
three. After the pilot testing, some of the items were re-framed, altered and deleted. 
This led to modification of the items into more relevant and representative of the 
chosen constructs. 
Principal components analysis investigates the interrelationship of variables. It 
offers a basis for the removal of redundant or unnecessary items in a developing 
measure (Anthony, 1999) and recognizes the associated underlying concepts, 
domains or subscales of a questionnaire (Oppenheim, 1992; Ferguson & Cox, 1993). 
Table 4.2 presents the total variance explained by Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA). The results suggest that all the items did not load on a particular construct, 
thus, negating presence of common method bias. 
Table 4.2: Common Method Bias-Total Variance Explained 
Component 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Total 
21.578 
9.160 
7.220 
5.986 
5.445 
5.005 
4.652 
3.732 
3.209 
% o f 
Variance 
26.640 
11.309 
8.914 
7.390 
6.722 
6.179 
5.743 
4.607 
3.962 
Cumulative 
% 
26.640 
37.949 
46.862 
54.252 
60.974 
67.153 
72.897 
77.504 
81.466 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Total 
21.578 
9.160 
7.220 
5.986 
5.445 
5.005 
4.652 
3.732 
3.209 
% o f 
Variance 
26.640 
11.309 
8.914 
7.390 
6.722 
6.179 
5.743 
4.607 
3.962 
Cumulative 
% 
26.640 
37.949 
46.862 
54.252 
60.974 
67.153 
72.897 
77.504 
81.466 
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10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
3.023 
2.287 
1.873 
1.726 
1.471 
1.288 
1.012 
.766 
.689 
.599 
.263 
1.504E-02 
3.732 
2.823 
2.312 
2.131 
1.816 
1.590 
1.249 
.946 
.850 
.740 
.324 
l,856E-02 
85.198 
88.022 
90.334 
92.465 
94.281 
95.872 
97.121 
98.067 
98.917 
99.657 
99.981 
100.000 
3.023 
2.287 
1.873 
1.726 
1.471 
1.288 
1.012 
3.732 
2.823 
2.312 
2.131 
1.816 
1.590 
1.249 
85.198 
88.022 
90.334 
92.465 
94.281 
95.872 
97.121 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
However, another test that must be carried out prior to the reliabihty test is the test 
for unidimesionaHty of a measurement scale. Unidimensionality is defined as the 
existence of one construct underlying a set of items (Garver & Mentzer, 1999). It is 
the degree to which a set of items signify a single underlying latent construct. The 
test for unidimensionality scales is significant before undertaking reliability tests 
since reliability such as Cronbach's alpha does not guarantee unidimensionality, but 
instead assumes it exists (Hair et al., 1998). More importantly, realizing 
unidimensionality is a crucial undertaking in theory testing and development. Rubio 
et al. (2001) recommend that unidimensionality is essential for construct validity. 
Therefore, the present study made certain that every set of indicators intended to 
determine a single construct attains unidimensionality. 
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4.8 EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 
4.8.1 Organizational Change Scale 
The obtained summary statistics for variables of organizational change scale is 
exhibited in Table 4.3. 
Table 4.3: Summary Statistics for Variables of Organizational Change Scale 
Items 
Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
SOI 
S02 
S03 
S04 
SOS 
S06 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
STI 
ST2 
Mean 
3.762 
3.724 
3.686 
4.095 
3.648 
3.467 
3.638 
3.790 
3.438 
3.781 
3.657 
3.590 
3.800 
3.733 
3.648 
3.895 
3.714 
S.D 
0.925 
0.849 
0.923 
0.849 
1.019 
0.941 
1.039 
0.863 
1.064 
0.899 
1.073 
1.098 
0.984 
1.003 
1.118 
0.887 
1.116 
t- value 
41.659 
44.936 
40.912 
49.399 
36.685 
37.741 
35.884 
45.026 
33.096 
43.119 
34.937 
33.507 
39.552 
38.158 
33.436 
44.993 
34.117 
Skewness 
-0.693 
-0.683 
-0.600 
-0.644 
-0.299 
-0.219 
-0.377 
-0.495 
-0.371 
-0.685 
-0.752 
-0.457 
-0.634 
-0.432 
-0.568 
-0.718 
-0.555 
Kurtosis 
0.400 
0.927 
0.234 
-0.199 
-0.768 
-0.279 
-0.592 
0.191 
-0.562 
0.602 
0.053 
-0.673 
-0.017 
-0.593 
-0.647 
0.401 
0.747 
MIn. 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
Freq. 
2 
2 
2 
5 
1 
2 
2 
1 
4 
2 
5 
3 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
Max. 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
Frcq. 
21 
16 
18 
38 
24 
14 
24 
21 
16 
21 
22 
23 
27 
26 
25 
26 
29 
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The initial factor loadings of variables of organizational change scale are shown in 
Table 4.5. 
Table 4.5: Initial Factor Loadings of Organizational Change Scale 
Items 
Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
SOI 
S02 
S03 
S04 
SOS 
S06 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
STl 
ST2 
Eigen Values 
'/» Variance 
Cum % Var 
Factor 1 
(Technological 
Change) 
0.488 
0.924 
0.436 
-0.009 
0.046 
0.522 
-0.148 
-0.056 
-0.035 
0.019 
0.171 
0.212 
0.119 
0.046 
-0.168 
-0.005 
0.108 
1.28 
7.19 
59.68 
Factor 2 
(Social Change) 
-0.055 
-0.179 
0.080 
0.036 
0.197 
0.389 
0.839 
0.354 
0.064 
-0.105 
-0.036 
-0.035 
0.091 
-0.055 
0.167 
0.039 
-0.067 
0.88 
4.95 
69.87 
Factor 3 
(Leadership Change) 
0.035 
0.048 
0.131 
0.000 
0.490 
-0.129 
0.285 
0.249 
0.643 
0.417 
0.574 
0.725 
0.577 
0.782 
0.926 
0.784 
0.847 
0.81 
4.53 
74.40 
Factor 4 
(Structural Change) 
IJ. i V 
-0.062 
0.213 
0.871 
-0.044 
-0.032 
0.033 
0.079 
-0.076 
0.117 
-0.029 
-0.264 
0.028 
0.119 
0.015 
0.036 
0.093 
0.93 ' 
5.23 
64.92 
Since, the items such as S02, S03, S04 and S06 were loaded with greater than or 
equal to 0.25 on more than one variable at same time, they were not considered for 
ftirther factor analysis. 
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Final Promax-Rotated Factor Loadings 
Final factor loadings of variables of organizational change scale are presented in 
Table 4.6. 
Table 4.6: Final Factor Loadings of Organizational Change Scale 
Items 
Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
SOI 
SOS 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
STl 
ST2 
Eigen Values 
% Variance 
Cum % Var 
Factor 1 
(Technological 
Change) 
0.660 
0.784 
0.535 
0.142 
-0.001 
-0.084 
0.111 
0.220 
0.079 
0.089 
-0.126 
0.009 
0.097 
1.19 
8.36 
63.96 
Factor 2 
(Social Change) 
-0.225 
0.171 
0.162 
-0.014 
0.302 
0.288 
0.631 
-0.062 
0.058 
0.011 
0.029 
-0.111 
0.232 
0.65 
4.58 
74.44 
Factor 3 
(Leadership Change) 
0.068 
-0.053 
0.077 
0.051 
0.443 
0.486 
0.268 
0.850 
0.612 
0.694 
0.858 
0.799 
0.636 
0.58 
4.04 
78.48 
Factor 4 
(Structural Change) 
0.305 
-0.021 
0.158 
0.546 
-0.056 
0.055 
-0.034 
-0.396 
0.032 
0.165 
0.160 
0.049 
0.152 
0.84 
5.90 
69.86 
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Table 4.7 shows the inter correlations among four factors of organizational change 
scale. 
Table 4.7: Inter Correlations among Factors of Organizational Change Scale 
Factors 
Factor 1 
(Technological 
Change) 
Factor 2 
(Social Change) 
Factor 3 
(Leadership 
Change) 
Factor 4 
(Structural Change) 
Factor 1 
(Technological 
Change) 
1.000 
0.412 
0.522 
0.259 
Factor 2 
(Social Change) 
1.000 
0.577 
0.335 
Factor 3 
(Leadership 
Change) 
1.000 
0.366 
Factor 4 
(Structural 
Change) 
1.000 
4.8.2 Balanced Scorecard Scale 
The summary statistics for variables of Balanced Scorecard scale is presented in 
Table 4.8. 
Table 4.8: Summary Statistics for Variables of Balanced Scorecard Scale 
Items 
Fl 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
CI 
C2 
Mean 
4.162 
4.276 
3.905 
4.152 
3.933 
4.495 
4.124 
4.109 
S.D 
0.748 
0.803 
0.925 
0.841 
0.983 
5.044 
0.730 
0.808 
t- value 
56.985 
54.596 
43.241 
50.592 
40.994 
9.132 
57.902 
50.945 
Skewness 
-0.976 
-1.227 
-0.550 
-1.088 
-0.731 
9.828 
-0.499 
-0.480 
Kurtosis 
1.419 
1.508 
0.193 
1.511 
-0.130 
99.283 
-0.012 
-0.278 
Min. 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
Freq. 
5 
6 
2 
I 
1 
4 
2 
4 
Max. 
5.U0U 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
Freq. 
1 
J 4 
46 
32 
39 
34 
1 
33 
31 
122 
Chapter Four Research Methodology 
C3 
C4 
PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
LGl 
LG2 
LG3 
LG4 
LG5 
LG6 
4.105 
4.067 
4.048 
4.143 
4.067 
3.914 
3.924 
4.229 
3.457 
3.914 
3.714 
3.905 
3.743 
3.657 
3.714 
0.796 
0.788 
0.801 
0.752 
0.800 
0.867 
0.874 
0.812 
1.010 
0.952 
0.938 
0.956 
0.899 
0.853 
0.948 
52.860 
52.900 
51.766 
56.430 
52.099 
46.247 
46.019 
53.384 
35.080 
42.138 
40.592 
41.854 
42.661 
43.937 
40.156 
-0.775 
-0.360 
-1.230 
-0.381 
-0.696 
-0.824 
-0.644 
-0.844 
-0.338 
-0.713 
-0.466 
-0.884 
-0.518 
-0.600 
-0.431 
0.452 
-0.653 
3.002 
-0.697 
0.269 
0.742 
-0.084 
0.299 
-0.666 
-0.292 
-0.271 
-0.580 
-0.005 
0.244 
-0.656 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
5 
2 
2 
1 
5 
1 
9 
4 
2 
13 
1 
2 
1 
1 
15 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
34 
34 
38 
37 
32 
25 
27 
45 
14 
30 
21 
29 
20 
13 
21 
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Table 4.10 presents the initial factor loadings of variables of Balanced Scorecard 
scale. 
Table 4.10: Initial Factor Loadings of Balanced Scorecard Scale 
items 
Fl 
F2 
F3 
F4 
FS 
F6 
CI 
C2 
C3 
C4 
PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
PS 
P6 
P7 
LGl 
LG2 
LG3 
LG4 
LGS 
LG6 
Eigen Values 
% Variance 
Cum % Var 
Factor 2 
(Financial 
Perspective) 
0.154 
0.251 
0.085 
-0.047 
-0.148 
0.070 
0.692 
0.641 
0.225 
0.381 
0.240 
0.272 
-0.049 
0.122 
-0.187 
-0.287 
0.135 
-0.084 
0.101 
-0.025 
0.206 
0.089 
0.214 
5.79 
13.53 
74.12 
Factor 3 
(Customer 
Perspective) 
-0.201 
0.005 
0.201 
-0.038 
0.310 
0.231 
0.096 
0.123 
0.142 
0.265 
0.730 
0.747 
0.630 
0.672 
0.493 
0.280 
-0.072 
0.129 
-0.123 
0.039 
0.177 
-0.116 
0.075 
1.61 
3.76 
77.88 
Factor 4 
(Internal Business 
Process Perspective) 
-0.100 
0.036 
0.088 
-0.053 
-0.059 
-0.139 
0.012 
0.157 
0.009 
-0.145 
-0.009 
-0.047 
0.042 
-0.005 
-0.014 
0.392 
0.890 
0.064 
-0.033 
-0.023 
0.081 
0.393 
0.374 
1.19 
2.77 
80.65 
Factors 
(Learning and 
Growth Perspective) 
0.280 
-0.134 
-0.276 
0.096 
0.024 
0.120 
-0.086 
0.070 
0.263 
0.255 
0.043 
-0.125 
-0.128 
-0.045 
0.396 
0.175 
-0.005 
0.849 
0.942 
0.662 
0.371 
0.409 
0.208 
1.05 
2.46 
83.11 
Each item loading greater than or equal to 0.25 was considered further. Items such 
as Fl, F2, C4, P2, P5, P6 and LGS were loaded (>0.25) on more than one factor. As 
a result, these variables were removed for ftirther factor analysis. 
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Final Promax-Rotated Factor Loadings 
The final factor loadings of Balanced Scorecard scale are given in Table 4T1, 
Table 4.11: Final Factor Loadings of Balanced Scorecard Scale 
Items 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
CI 
C2 
C3 
PI 
P3 
P4 
P7 
LGl 
LG2 
LG3 
LG4 
LG6 
Eigen Values 
% Variance 
Cum % Var 
Factor 2 
(Financial 
Perspective) 
0.457 
0.758 
0.484 
0.258 
0.220 
-0.159 
-0.125 
0.054 
0.250 
-0.091 
0.033 
-0.049 
0.018 
0.390 
0.247 
0.224 
4.46 
11.66 
79.06 
Factor 3 
(Customer 
Perspective) 
0.091 
-0.082 
-0.114 
0.076 
0.563 
1.036 
0.117 
0.051 
-0.085 
0.012 
0.160 
-0.094 
0.081 
-0.157 
-0.004 
0.288 
1.41 
3.67 
82.74 
Factor 4 
(Internal Business 
Process Perspective) 
0.085 
-0.224 
0.087 
0.118 
0.095 
-0.010 
0.211 
0.597 
0.528 
0.851 
-0.062 
0.094 
-0.055 
-0.005 
0.221 
-0.126 
1.04 
2.72 
85.45 
Factor 5 
(Learning and 
Growth Perspective) 
-0.225 
0.084 
-0.001 
0.005 
-0.117 
0.016 
0.287 
0.126 
-0.053 
-0.012 
0.399 
0.898 
0.848 
0.679 
0.470 
0.408 
0.82 
2.13 
87.59 
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The inter correlations among factors of Balanced Scorecard scale are presented in 
Table 4.12. 
Table 4.12: Inter Correlations among Factors of Balanced Scorecard Scale 
Factors 
Factor 2 
(Financial 
Perspective) 
Factor 3 
(Customer 
Perspective) 
Factor 4 
(Internal Business 
Process Perspective) 
Factor 5 
(Learning and 
Growth Perspective) 
Factor 2 
(Financial 
Perspective) 
1.000 
0.391 
0.639 
0.431 
Factors 
(Customer 
Perspective) 
1.000 
0.415 
0.403 
Factor 4 
(Internal Business 
Process Perspective) 
1.000 
0.432 
Factors 
(Learning and 
Growth Perspective) 
1.000 
4.8.3 Organizational Effectiveness 
The summary statistics for the item of organizational effectiveness scale is shown in 
Table 4.13. 
Table 4.13: Summary Statistics for Organizational Effectiveness Scale 
Item 
OE 
Mean 
4.038 
S.D 
0.820 
t- value 
50.491 
Skewness 
0.819 
Kurtosis 
1.076 
Min. 
1.000 
Freq. 
1 
Max. 
5.000 
Freq. 
31 
The principal factor analysis of one item resulted into factor loading of 0.707. Since 
the factor loading was found greater than 0.25, it was considered. The exploratory 
factor analysis generated Eigen value= 0.67, %Variance= 100.00 and Cum % Var= 
100.00. 
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4.8.4 Entire Research Scale 
The exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the entire research scale. The 
summary statistics for variables of the entire research scale is given in Table 4.14.. 
Table 4.14: Sum 
Items 
Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
Sol 
So2 
So3 
So4 
So5 
So6 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
Stl 
St2 
FI 
F2 
F3 
F4 
Mean 
3.762 
3.724 
3.686 
4.095 
3.648 
3.467 
3.638 
3.790 
3.438 
3.781 
3.657 
3.590 
3.800 
3.733 
3.648 
3.895 
3.714 
4.162 
4.276 
3.905 
4.152 
S.D 
0.925 
0.849 
0.923 
0.849 
1.019 
0.941 
1.039 
0.863 
1.064 
0.899 
1.073 
1.098 
0.984 
1.003 
1.118 
0.887 
1.116 
0.748 
0.803 
0.925 
0.841 
mary Statistics for Variables of Entire Research Scale 
t- value 
41.659 
44.936 
40.912 
49.399 
36.685 
37.741 
35.884 
45.026 
33.096 
43.119 
34.937 
33.507 
39.552 
38.158 
33.436 
44.993 
34.117 
56.985 
54.596 
43.241 
50.592 
Skewness 
-0.693 
-0.683 
-0.600 
-0.644 
-0.299 
-0.219 
-0.377 
-0.495 
-0.371 
-0.685 
-0.752 
-0.457 
-0.634 
-0.432 
-0.568 
-0.718 
-0.555 
-0.976 
-1.227 
-0.550 
-1.088 
Kurtosis 
0.400 
0.927 
0.234 
-0.199 
-0.768 
-0.279 
-0.592 
0.191 
-0.562 
0.602 
0.053 
-0.673 
-0.017 
-0.593 
-0.647 
0.401 
0.747 
1.419 
1.508 
0.193 
1.511 
Min. 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
Freq. 
2 
2 
2 
5 
1 
2 
2 
1 
4 
2 
5 
3 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
5 
6 
2 
1 
Max. 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
Freq. 
21 
16 
18 
38 
24 
14 
24 
21 
16 
21 
22 
23 
27 
26 
25 
26 
29 
34 
46 
32 
39 
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F5 
F6 
CI 
C2 
C3 
C4 
PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
LGl 
LG2 
LG3 
LG4 
LG5 
LG6 
OE 
3.933 
4.495 
4.124 
4.109 
4.105 
4.067 
4.048 
4.143 
4.067 
3.914 
3.924 
4.229 
3.457 
3.914 
3.714 
3.905 
3.743 
3.657 
3.714 
4.038 
0.983 
5.044 
0.730 
0.808 
0.796 
0.788 
0.801 
0.752 
0.800 
0.867 
0.874 
0.812 
1.010 
0.952 
0.938 
0.956 
0.899 
0.853 
0.948 
0.820 
40.994 
9.132 
57.902 
50.945 
52.860 
52.900 
51.766 
56.430 
52.099 
46.247 
46.019 
53.384 
35.080 
42.138 
40.592 
41.854 
42.661 
43.937 
40.156 
50.491 
-0.731 
9.828 
-0.499 
-0.480 
-0.775 
-0.360 
-1.230 
-0.381 
-0.696 
-0.824 
-0.644 
-0.844 
-0.338 
-0.713 
-0.466 
-0.884 
-0.518 
-0.600 
-0.431 
0.819 
-0.130 
99.283 
-0.012 
-0.278 
0.452 
-0.653 
3.002 
-0.697 
0.269 
0.742 
-0.084 
0.299 
-0.666 
-0.292 
-0.271 
-0.580 
-0.005 
0.244 
-0.656 
1.076 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1 
4 
2 
4 
5 
2 
2 
1 
5 
I 
9 
4 
2 
13 
1 
2 
1 
1 
15 
1 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
34 
1 
33 
31 
34 
34 
38 
37 
32 
25 
27 
45 
14 
30 
21 
29 
20 
13 
21 
31 
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Promax-Rotated Factor Loadings 
Initial exploratory analysis resulted into factor loadings as given in Table 4.15. 
Table 4.15: Initial Factor Loadings of Entire Research Scale 
Items 
Fl 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
CI 
C2 
C3 
C4 
PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
LGl 
LG2 
LG3 
LG4 
LG5 
LG6 
Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
SOT 
S02 
S03 
S04 
Factor 1 
(Organizational Change) 
0.146 
0.266 
0.048 
-0.060 
-0.138 
0.024 
0.301 
0.418 
0.140 
0.262 
0.145 
0.211 
-0.203 
0.045 
0.161 
-0.082 
0.101 
-0.055 
0.057 
-0.014 
0.155 
0.190 
0.322 
0.382 
0.309 
0.361 
0.159 
0.471 
0.389 
0.617 
0.364 
Factor 2 
(Balanced Scorecard) 
0.269 
0.404 
0.641 
0.543 
0.463 
0.228 
0.288 
0.059 
0.193 
0.292 
0.450 
0.543 
0.842 
0.649 
0.270 
0.154 
0.063 
-0.043 
-0.105 
0.273 
0.310 
-0.021 
0.176 
0.289 
0.307 
0.384 
0.378 
0.249 
0.106 
0.078 
0.419 
Factor 3 
(Organizational Effectiveness) 
0.268 
-0.098 
-0.227 
0.113 
0.020 
0.022 
-0.108 
0.076 
0.272 
0.182 
0.064 
-0.129 
-0.035 
0.036 
0.357 
0.399 
0.411 
0.928 
0.892 
0.598 
0.389 
0.579 
0.317 
-0.020 
-0.069 
-0.035 
0.071 
0.108 
-0.270 
0.092 
0.004 
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SOS 
S06 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
STl 
ST2 
OE 
Eigen Values 
% Variance 
Cum % Var 
0.611 
0.384 
0.535 
0.762 
0.708 
0.861 
0.791 
0.785 
0.847 
0.295 
2.03 
3.32 
68.61 
-0.041 
0.486 
0.239 
0.063 
0.041 
0.069 
-0.088 
-0.262 
-0.132 
0.232 
27.07 
44.16 
44.16 
0.299 
-0.114 
0.163 
0.057 
0.121 
-0.107 
0.122 
0.063 
0.122 
0.336 
12.96 
21.14 
65.30 
The items Fl, F2, C4, P5, LG3, LG4, LG6, GCl, Tl, T2, T3, S04 and S06 have 
been loaded (>0.25) on more than one factor. These items were removed before 
carrying out further factor analysis. 
Final Promax-Rotated Factor Loadings 
Final factor loadings of the entire research scale are presented in Table 4.16. 
Table 4.16: Final Promax-Rotated Factor Loadings of the Entire Research Scale 
Items 
n. 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
C I 
C2 
C3 
P I 
P2 
P3 
P4 
LGl 
Factor 1 
(Organizational Change) 
0.084 
0.015 
-0.095 
0.031 
0.285 
0.376 
0.147 
0.180 
0.233 
-0.162 
0.089 
0.016 
Factor 2 
(Balanced Scorecard) 
0.565 
0.465 
0.461 
0.231 
0.263 
0.078 
0.179 
0.485 
0.601 
0.841 
I 0.681 
0.078 
Factor 3 
(Organizational Effectiveness) 
-(i , i / • ' 
0.107 
0.014 
0.030 
-0.050 
0.125 
0.305 
0.000 
-0.184 
-0.026 
-0.012 
0.782 
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LG2 
LG5 
T4 
SOI 
S02 
S03 
SOS 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
STl 
ST2 
OE 
Eigen Values 
% Variance 
Cum % Var 
0.066 
0.229 
0.223 
0.500 
0.407 
0.629 
0.623 
0.570 
0.762 
0.734 
0.855 
0.778 
0.778 
0.824 
0.295 
1.80 
3.49 
73.61 
-0.038 
0.035 
0.324 
0.327 
0.085 
0.120 
0.013 
0.270 
0.081 
0.110 
0.066 
-0.006 
-0.225 
-0.060 
0.232 
26.38 
51.16 
51.16 
0.900 
0.509 
0.029 
0.033 
-0.311 
0.041 
0.253 
0.104 
0.044 
0.024 
-0.115 
0.067 
0.009 
O.OSi 
0.336 " ^ 
9.78 
18.96 
70.12 
Inter Factor Correlations 
Inter factor correlations among three factors of entire research scale are given in 
Table 4.17. 
Table 4,17: Inter Correlations among Factors of the Entire Research Scale 
Factors 
Factor 1 
(OC) 
Factor 2 
(BSC) 
Factor 3 
(OE) 
Factor 1 
(Organizational Change) 
1.000 
0.574 
0.475 
Factor 2 
(Balanced Scorecard) 
1.000 
0.453 
Factor 3 
(Organizational 
Effectiveness) 
1.000 
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4.8 PILOT TESTING 
A team of strategists and HR practitioners were requested to provide their remarks 
on the instrument and its constructs. Their feedback on the items of the 
questionnaire and the research instrument as a whole helped in the overall 
refinement of the scale. The items were re-thought, re-stated and altered so that they 
could better represent the intended constructs and enhance content validity. Factor 
analysis was conducted where the Cronbach's alpha for various items in each 
category was calculated and resulted in data reduction. In this phase, the statements 
were reduced from 76 to 41. These 41 statements were used to collect responses and 
observe results of statistical tests applied in the present research. For fiiture research, 
entire data was again crystallized using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). This 
resulted in ftirther refinement of the research instrument distilling statements to 27. 
4.9 SAMPLING PROCEDURE 
4.9.1 Sampling Element 
The responses were collected from senior managers or top management of 
participating organizations. Senior managers were included as they are involved in 
implementation, prosecution and realization of changes and developments in their 
organizations but also involved in the process from the beginning till the end. They 
are responsible to address to the comments of other employees in the organization, 
whether negative or positive. In the present research, the management 
representatives were on a sufficiently high level in their organization so it could be 
assumed that they had the overall managerial view on the various changes occurring 
at different levels of organization as well as the performance management carried 
out. Studies have been conducted on organizational change as well as Balanced 
Scorecard or performance measurement where top management or senior managers 
were the respondents (Ukko et al., 2007). 
4.9.2 Sampling Unit 
This study has been carried out in public and private sector companies in India. The 
companies belonged to manufacturing as well as service industry. 
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4.9.3 Sampling Frame 
The study revolves around the concept of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard. These practices are followed by organizations which intend to keep pace 
with the changing needs. Fortune 500 companies are considered to be responsive to 
the changes occurring in the business environment and adopting new techniques to 
manage and implement change initiatives. This was the major reason for selecting 
respondents for this research from organizations among Fortune 500 companies. 
4.9.4 Sampling Approach and Sample Size 
Non-probability sampling technique has been used in the current study which relies 
on the personal judgment of the researcher rather than chance to select sample 
elements (Malhotra, 2005). This allows to decide arbitrarily or deliberately which 
elements to be included in the sample. Further, out of the four kinds of non-
probability sampling techniques, judgmental sampling technique has been preferred. 
Here, the researcher, using judgment or expertise, selects elements to be included in 
the sample. It is considered that they are representative of the population or interest 
or are otherwise appropriate (Malhotra, 2005). The shaded boxes in Exhibit 4.3 
shows the sampling techniques followed for this research. 
Exhibit 4.3: Classification of Sampling Techniques 
' 
Sampling Techniques 
'' 
'' 
Non- Probability 
Sampling Technique 
'' 
' ' 
Probability Sampling 
Technique 
' ' ' ' • ' 
Convenience 
Sampling 
Judgmental 
Sampling 
Quota Sampling 
' 
Snowball 
Sampling 
Adopted by the Researcher 
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Organizations identified through the sample frame were contacted. The contact 
addresses of the senior managers or top management were searched. Out of 500 
fortune companies, 300 organizations were contacted. The number of responses 
collected for the present study is 105. For most purposes, n= 30 is sufficient, 
provided the universe is not exceedingly asymmetrical (Boyd et al., 2005). lacobucci 
(2009) suggests that a minimum sample size is 50, sample size of 50 to 100 is plenty 
and sample size above 100 is considered meaningful. A critical issue is the 
distributional properties of measures because the frequently used maximum 
likelihood model procedure requires multivariate normality. 
4.9.5 Distribution of Data 
Sector: The responding firms were categorized into public and private sector. 27.6% 
respondents belonged to public sector whereas 72.4% responses were collected from 
private sector. Table 4.18 shows the results of the responding firms on the basis of 
these sectors. 
Table 4.18: Responses on the Basis of Sector 
Sectors 
Public 
Private 
Total 
Frequency 
29 
76 
105 
Percent 
27.6 
72.4 
100.0 
Cumulative Percent, 
27.6 
100.0 
Industry: The organizations based on type of industry were classified as 
manufacturing (20%) and service industry (80%). Table 4.19 presents the summary 
of responding organizations on the basis of these industries. 
Table 4.19: Responses on the Basis of Industry 
Industry 
Manufacturing 
Service 
Total 
Frequency 
21 
84 
105 
Percent 
20.0 
80.0 
100.0 
Cumulative Percent j 
20.0 
100.0 
Experience: About 84.8% of the respondents had an experience of up to 9 years, 
9.5% had an experience of 10-19 years while only 5.7% had an experience of more 
than 19 years. Table 4.20 presents the profile of respondents on the basis of their 
experience in present organization. 
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Table 4.20: Responses on the Basis of Experience 
Experience 
Up to 9 years 
10-19 years 
More than 19 years 
Total 
Frequency 
89 
10 
6 
105 
Percent 
84.8 
9.5 
5.7 
100.0 
Cumulative Percent 
84,8 
94.3 
100.0 
Total Experience: 63.8% of the respondents had a total experience of up to 9 years. 
26.7% had an experience of 10-19 years while 9.5% had a total experience of more 
than 19 years. Table 4.21 gives the summary of respondents on the basis of their 
total experience. 
Table 4.21: Responses on the Basis of Total Experience 
Experience 
Up to 9 years 
10-19 years 
More than 19 years 
Total 
Frequency 
67 
28 
10 
105 
Percent 
63.8 
26.7 
9.5 
100.0 
Cumulative Percent 
63.8 
90.5 
100.0 
4.10 QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION AND DATA COLLECTION 
In order to involve respondents in the research process, it was essential to make 
them understand the subject of the study. For the purpose, the questionnaire was 
accompanied with a covering letter presenting description of the objectives of the 
study and significance of their responses. 
Personal visits, postal surveys and e-mail based surveys were the means to forward 
the research questionnaire to likely respondents. The organizations were visited 
personally through professional contacts and friends employed in those 
organizations. Also, few professionals carried the questionnaires personally to their 
senior executives to obtain the responses. Since, most of the targeted respondents 
were occupied with their busy schedules and few of them were not interested in 
responding. Personal visits took lot of time and in return very few responses were 
collected. At that moment, it was decided to capture responses through postal 
surveys. In addition, electronic media was also chosen for the purpose. E-mail based 
surveys are generally defined as survey instruments that are delivered through 
electronic mail applications over the Internet or corporate intranets (Kiesler & 
Sproull, 1986; Sproull, 1986). Sheehan and McMillan (1999) esfimated that, in 
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studies where both mail and e-mail were used to distribute surveys, mail surveys 
took 11.8 days to come back and e-mail surveys were returned in 7.6 days. Flaherty 
et al. (1998) concur that e-mail provides an easier and more instant means of 
response. Fox et al. (1988), Haggett and Mitchell (1994) and Kanuk and Berenson 
(1973) found that pre-notifications lead to increase in response rates for postal mail 
surveys. In present research, the prospective respondents were informed about the 
purpose of the research and their permission with willingness to fill in their 
responses was received. At first, when electronic mails and posts were sent to the 
selected sample, out of 150 sent questioimaires, 22 were received. After a gap of 
every ten to fifteen days, the mails were sent to those who did not respond initially 
and to 50 new likely respondents. Also the contact addresses of those who were not 
contacted initially were obtained either through old records or fiiends. This is how 
total responses gathered personally and through acquaintances turned out to be 35. 
The reminders were continuously sent after every two weeks to the potential 
respondents either through electronic emails or telephonic calls. This helped in 
collecting 18 more responses. The total number of times the electronic mails were 
forwarded and to possible respondents was five. 
Although continuous reminders were sent to the selected respondents after a certain 
time period through e-mails, telephones and even friends, the response rate remained 
low. After complete exhaustion of other means of data collection electronic data 
surveys were employed. Services of the electronic survey website called 
www.surveymonkey.com, which is popular for conducting electronic surveys was 
hired for this purpose. The three most common reasons for preferring an e-survey 
over traditional paper-and-pencil approaches are lesser costs, faster response times 
and higher response rates (Oppermann, 1995; Saris, 1991; Lazar & Preece, 1999). 
Mehta and Sivadas (1995) suggested that pre-notification for e-mail surveys is 
imperative, and the practice of sending unsolicited e-mail surveys is unacceptable. 
Taking care of this aspect, the likely respondents were informed in advance 
regarding the survey and their interest to receive and respond to the email was 
developed. Only after the initial confirmation the link to the questionnaire was 
forwarded to them. E-surveys allowed writing questions with complete descriptions 
since it was not space-constrained unlike a physical survey. 
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Electronic surveys offer an opportunity to capture attention in creative ways (Boyer 
et al., 2001). Attention was also paid to color combination and appropriate eye 
catching font was used during the construction of the e-survey. Chromatic colors are 
more likely to lead the viewer to see a site as more visually pleasing and stimulating. 
Most importantly, these colors are more likely to assist a viewer to grow interest in 
the message. Combinations involving the color blue and including two chromatic 
colors, like light blue on dark blue, appear to be preferable to a combination with 
less contrast and including a chromatic color for promoting positive effects and 
behavioral intention (Hall &. Hanna, 2004). Through electronic survey, questionnaire 
was sent to 100 potential respondents. 38 responses were received within two weeks 
with a further 14 responses wdthin 4 weeks. Thus, totaling the number of responses 
gathered for this research is 105. 
4.11 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
Five categories of research hypotheses were formulated in the light of objectives. 
Category I: Establishing difference between mean scores of variables vis-a-vis 
moderating variables. 
The hypotheses to establish the differences on the dimensions of organizational 
change. Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis public and 
private sector, manufacturing and service industry, experience of managers in 
present organization and total experience of managers are as follows [Hypotheses 
Hol-Hol2]: 
Hoi: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Ho2: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis public and private sector. 
Ho3: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Ho4: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
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Ho5: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
Ho6: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
Ho7: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
Ho8: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
Ho9: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
Ho 10: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
Hoi 1: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis total experience of managers. 
Hol2: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
Category II: Establishing relationship among Organizational Change, Balanced 
Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
The hypotheses to establish the relationship among organizational change. Balanced 
Scorecard and organizational effectiveness are given below [Hypotheses H13-H15]: 
HI3: There is a significant relationship between organizational change and 
organizational effectiveness. 
HI4: There is a significant relationship between Balanced Scorecard and 
organizational effectiveness. 
HI 5: There is a significant relationship between organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard. 
Category III: Investigating the impact of Organizational Change on 
Organizational Effectiveness. 
The hypotheses to investigate the impact of organizational change on organizational 
effectiveness are given below [Hypotheses H16-H20]: 
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HI6: There is a significant positive impact of technological change on 
organizational change. 
HI7: There is significant positive impact of social change on organizational 
change. 
HI8: There is significant positive impact of leadership change on organizational 
change. 
HI9: There is significant positive impact of structural change on organizational 
change. 
H20: There is a significant positive impact of organizational change on 
organizational effectiveness. 
Category IV: Investigating the impact of Balanced Scorecard on Organizational 
Effectiveness. 
The hypotheses to investigate the impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness are as follows [Hypotheses H21-H26]: 
H21: There is a significant positive impact of financial perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
H22: There is significant positive impact of customer perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
H23: There is significant positive impact of internal business process perspective 
on Balanced Scorecard. 
H24: There is significant positive impact of learning and growth perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard. 
H25: There is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. 
H26: There is significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. 
4.12 METHODS OF ANALYSIS 
Various methods were employed to analyze the responses obtained. The responses 
were analyzed using SPSS 18 and AMOS 16.0. The questiormaire was refined using 
factor analysis where the statements were reduced from 76 to 41. These 41 
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statements were utilized to gather responses and compute results of statistical tests 
used in this research. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed to test if 
relationship between observed variables and their underlying latent construct exists. 
Further, results of the tests of differences, test of correlation and tests of impact were 
obtained. The hypotheses investigating the impact of organizational change on 
organizational effectiveness and impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness were tested using Regression analysis. Further, Structural Equation 
Model (SEM) also measured to what extent constructs impact the endogenous 
variables. The path diagram was generated and the goodness of fit statistics was 
observed for the entire research model. For continuing with structural equation 
model, maximum likelihood estimation method was used. 
For fiiture research, entire data was again crystallized using Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA). In the process, the questionnaire was further refined and the 
statements were condensed fi"om 41 to 27. 
4.13 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
> The nature of the study required responses from senior managers of the 
organizations which resulted in a limited sample size. 
> Initially, the responses were gathered through personal visits. The busy time-
table of senior managers and likely respondents resulted in collecting very few 
responses. Many a times, they refiised to fill in the questionnaire. However, 
larger responses could have been collected, if the likely respondents had a less-
occupied schedule. 
> Since most of the likely respondents did not know the researcher personally, 
they did not respond to the e-survey and response rate remained low. If the 
response rate would have been more, the results produced would have been 
more generalized ones. 
> This research covers various studies related to change management and 
Balanced Scorecard. It might be possible that few essential studies are missed 
out which might have helped the researcher to better recognize the concepts of 
the study. It would have fiirther led to better identification of research gap. 
14] 
Chapter Five 
ANALYSIS, INTERPRETATION 
AND DISCUSSION 
5.1 Outline of Analysis 
5.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
5.3 Hypotheses Testing 
5.4 Path Analysis: Structural Equation Modeling 
5.5 Hypotheses Testing through Path Analysis 
Chapter Five 
ANALYSIS, INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION 
CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter starts with discussion of the outline of analysis. It provides a discussion 
on the recommended fit indices for confirmatory factor models and the measurement 
models are estimated. This chapter discusses the findings based on statistical 
techniques: T-test, ANOVA, Pearson's correlation and Regression. Subsequently, it 
assesses a structural model fit and presents path analysis for testing of research 
hypotheses. The chapter discusses the results of the present study in the light of 
previous studies and researches undertaken. 
5.1 OUTLINE OF ANALYSIS 
The data analysis begins with the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) where the 
measurement model for organizational change scale, Balanced Scorecard Scale and 
entire scale was estimated using AMOS 16.0 (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999). Software 
programs such as AMOS (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999), LISREL (Joreskog & 
Sorbom, 1996), EQS (Bentler, 1995), Mplus (Muthen & Muthen, 1998), SEPATH 
(Steiger, 1995) or RAMONA (Browne & Mels, 1992) provide a variety of fit indices 
for model evaluation. As there does not exist a consensus about what constitutes a 
'good fit' (Tanaka, 1993), the fit indices should be considered at the same time. The 
CFA model fit indicators for organizational change scale, Balanced Scorecard scale 
and entire scale were obtained. SPSS 18.0 was used to obtain the results of statistical 
methods including T-test, One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), Pearsons' 
correlation and Regression analysis. T-test was deployed to evaluate the differences 
on mean scores of organizational change. Balanced Scorecard and organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis public and private sector and manufacturing and service 
industry. ANOVA was used to establish diflFerences on mean scores of 
organizational change. Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness vis-a-
vis experience of managers in present organization and their total experience. 
Further, Pearson's correlation assessed the relationship among organizational 
change. Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness. Regression analysis 
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was used to investigate the impact of different variables on organizational cheinge. 
Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness. It also investigated the impact 
of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on organizational effectiveness 
along with the effect of Balanced Scorecard on organizational change. The structural 
model was assessed to analyze the causal relationships among various variables. 
5.2 CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Confirmatory factor analysis is a statistical technique used to verify the factor 
structure of a set of observed variables. It allows the researcher to test the hypothesis 
that a relationship between observed variables and their underlying latent constructs 
exists (Suhr, 2006). The double-headed arrow between the two factors indicates that 
the two factors are correlated. The arrows from the factors to the variables represent 
linear regression coefficients or factor loadings (Hox & Bechger, 1998). locabucci 
(2009, 2010) mentions that non-significant loadings on a factor may occur for 
measures that, in fact, measure other factors or alternatively are simply poor 
measures of the factor and could be dropped. Sometimes two or more loadings are 
found high in value on a factor, whereas two or more other loadings are low, but still 
significant. The reason may be that the measures associated with the low loadings 
are simply inadequate measures of the factor and therefore, might be deleted from 
further analysis. But, it might also be the case that the measures associated with low 
loadings actually measure another factor, not originally specified, that is 
significantly correlated with the originally hypothesized factor. 
Suggested Fit Indices 
In reference to model fit, researchers use various goodness-of-fit indicators to assess 
a model (Hu & Bentler, 1995; Hair et al., 1998; Kaplan, 2000; Bentler & Wu, 2002). 
Some common fit indices are the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI). In general, if the vast majority of the indices indicate a 
good fit, then there is probably a good fit (Schreiber et al., 2006). 
The chi-square value is the traditional measure for evaluating overall model fit and. 
'assesses the magnitude of discrepancy between the sample and fitted covariances 
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matrices' (Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 2). A good model fit would provide an 
insignificant result at a 0.05 threshold (Barrett, 2007; Bagozzi, 2010). Thus, the chi-
square statistic is often referred to as either a 'badness of fit' (Kline, 2005) or a iack 
of fit' (Mulaik et al., 1989) measure. Theoretical models that fit the given data 
perfectly have a chi-square value of zero. Hence, it is desirable to achieve a non-
significant chi-Square value, since a high p-value indicates that the tested model 
cannot be refiited (Laird et al., 2008). While the chi-squared test retains its 
popularity as a fit statistic, there exist a number of severe limitations. Firstly, this 
test assumes multivariate normality and severe deviations fi-om normality may result 
in model rejections even when the model is properly specified (Mcintosh, 2006). 
Secondly, chi-square is proportional to sample size. With very large samples there is 
a danger of accepting an invalid model on the basis of chi-square (Bentler & Bonnet. 
1980; JOreskog & Sorbom, 1993). On the other hand, when small samples are used. 
the chi-square statistic lacks power. As a result, it may not discriminate between 
good fitting models and poor fitting models (Kenny & McCoach, 2003). The fit 
indices RMSEA, NNFI and CFI are sensitive to model misspecifications and do not 
depend on sample size as strongly as chi-square (Rigdon, 1996; Hu & Bentler, 1998: 
Fan et al., 1999; lacobucci, 2009; Bagozzi, 2010). Therefore, researchers are 
suggested to rely on the other fit indices as well other than chi-square. 
Joreskog and Sorbom (1989) have introduced two goodness-of-fit indices called 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFl). The GFI 
indicates goodness-of-fit and calculates the proportion of variance that is accounted 
for by the estimated population covariance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). While GFI 
values range from 0 (poor fit) to 1.0 (perfect fit), the values greater than 0.80 are 
considered an acceptable threshold (Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Chau, 1997: 
Holmes-Smith & Coote, 2002; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984; Segars & Grover. 1993). 
It is observed that GFI with larger samples increases its value. When there are a 
large number of degrees of freedom in comparison to sample size, GFI has a 
downward bias (Sharma et al., 2005). Also, researchers have found that GFI 
increases as the number of parameters increases (MacCallum & Hong, 1997) and 
possess an upward bias with large samples (Bollen, 1990; Miles & Shevlin, 1998). 
Traditionally, a value of at least 0.90 has been recommended to accept a model. 
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However, Hu and Bentler (1995) argued, "the rule of thumb to consider models 
acceptable if a fit index exceeds 0.90 is clearly an inadequate rule" (p. 95). 
Simulation studies have suggested a value of at least 0.95 is more appropriate to 
judge the model fits as 'good' (Hox & Bechger, 1998; Miles & Shevlin. 1998). 
Given the sensitivity of GFI, it has become less popular in recent years and as a 
result, few researchers have even suggested that this index should not be used 
(Sharma et al., 2005). 
Related to GFI is the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) which adjusts GFI for 
the complexity of the model, based upon degrees of fi-eedom, with more saturated 
models reducing fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). It is observed that AGFI tends to 
increase with sample size. As with the GFI, values for AGFI also range between 0 
and 1 and it is generally accepted that values of 0.90 or greater indicate well fitting 
models. Given the often detrimental effect of sample size on these two fit indices, 
they are not relied upon as only indices. But given their historical importance, they 
are often reported in covariance structure analyses (Hooper et al., 2008). 
Root Mean Square Error of Estimation (RMSEA) tells us how well the model, with 
unknown but optimally chosen parameter estimates would fit the populations 
covariance matrix (Byrne, 1998). Recently it has been regarded as 'one of the most 
informative fit indices' (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000) due to its sensitivity to 
the nvmiber of estimated parameters in the model. For RMSEA, with a range of 0.08 
to 0.10 provides an acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; MacCallum, 1996; Hair 
et al., 2006) and values 0.05 to 0.08 indicate more desirable fit (MacCallam et al.. 
1996; Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). However, more 
recently an upper limit of 0.07 (Steiger, 2007) is considered adequate. 
The Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990) takes into accoimt sample size (Byrne. 
1998) that performs well even when sample size is small (Tabachnick & Fidell. 
2007). Hu and Bentler (1999) and Garver and Mentzer (1999) suggested that CFI 
value greater than 0.90 are often indicative of good fitting models. Other researchers 
recommended that CFI values greater than a threshold of 0.80 shows a better fit 
(Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Chau, 1997; Hair et al., 2006; Holmes-Smith & 
Coote, 2002). The CFI ranges fi-om zero to one with higher values indicating better 
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fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999; Engel et al., 2003; Hair et al., 2006). This index is 
one of the most popularly reported fit indices since it is one of the measures which 
are least affected by sample size (Fan et al., 1999). 
The Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) is the square root of the difference between 
the residuals of the sample covariance matrix and the hypothesized covariance 
model (Hooper et al., 2008). The range of the RMR is calculated based upon the 
scales of each indicator. Therefore, if a questionnaire contains items with varying 
levels, for example, some items may range from 1 to 5 while others range from 1 to 
7. Thus, RMR becomes difficult to interpret (Kline, 2005). RMR should be less than 
0.1 (Hu& Bentler, 1999). 
The value of Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), also knovra as Tucker-Lewis Index 
(TLl) (Tucker & Lewis, 1973), should be greater than 0.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999: 
Bagozzi, 2010). On the other hand. Marsh et al. (2004) have argued that this cut- off 
value is too conservative under certain conditions and value of the NNFI less that 
0.95 may be meaningful, for example greater than 0.90. In studies where small 
samples are used, the value of NNFI can indicate poor fit despite other statistics 
pointing towards good fit (Bentler, 1990; Kline, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Another difficulty with NNFI is that due to its non-normed nature, values can go 
above 1.0 and can be difficult to interpret (Byrne, 1998). However, many 
researchers have even recommended a threshold greater than 0.80 for TLl (Segars & 
Grover, 1993; Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Holmes-Smith & Coote. 2002: 
Chau, 1997; Ho, 2006). 
Chi-square to Degrees of Freedom (Wheaton et al., 1977) attempts to minimize the 
impact of sample size on the Model Chi-Square. The chi-square to degrees of 
fi-eedom value of 3 or 2 or less has been supported as satisfactory level of fit for 
confirmatory factor models (Carmines & Mclver, 1981). Although there is no 
consent regarding an acceptable ratio for this statistic, recommendations range from 
as high as 5.0 (Wheaton et al., 1977) to as low as 2.0 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
However, it is suggested that the lower the value the better the fit (Segars & Grover. 
1993; Chau, 1997). The measurement model for orgaiuzational change scale as 
estimated by AMOS 16.0 is given in Exhibit 5.1. 
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Exhibit 5.1: Measurement Model for Organizational Change Scale 
Minimum was achieved; Chi-square= 203.186; df= 113; Probability level= 0.000 
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Table 5.1: CFA Model Fit Indicators for Organizational Change Scale 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Value 
0.823 
0.761 
0.897 
0.914 
1.798 
0.088 
0.053 
The goodness-of-fit indices for organizational change scale are presented in Table 
5.1. The value of GFI (0.823) is greater than 0.80. The RMSEA value (0.088) falls 
between 0.08 and 0.10. Also, the value of CFI obtained (0.914) is greater than 
recommended value that is 0.80. RMR value given (0.053) is less than 0.1. Also, 
NNFI value (0.897) is greater than suggested value (0.80). Thus, the recommended 
values indicate that the measurement model for organizational change scale is 
acceptable. 
Table 5.2: CFA Model Fit Indicators for Balanced Scorecard Scale 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non- Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Value 
0.754 
0.697 
0.806 
0.828 
1.717 
0.083 
0.111 
Table 5.2 shows that NNFI value (0.806) is greater than 0.80. Also, CFI value 
(0.828) is greater than 0.80. Also, RMSEA value (0.083) is found to be greater than 
0.08 and Chi-square/degrees of freedom value (1.717) is below 2. Thus, the 
measurement model for Balanced Scorecard scale is acceptable. The measurement 
model for Balanced Scorecard scale is shown in Exhibit 5.2. 
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Exhibit 5.2: Measurement Model for Balanced Scorecard Scale 
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Minimum was achieved; Chi-square= 384.663; df= 224; Probability level= 0.000 
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Exhibit 5.3: Second Order CFA-Measurement Model for Entire Scale 
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Minimum was achieved; Chi-square= 1330.218; df^ 731; Probability level= 0.000 
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Exhibit 5.3 shows the second-order confirmatory factor analysis. Bagozzi (2010) 
mentions that second-order factor approach is most valid and conceptually 
meaningful when the first-order factors loading on the second-order factor can be 
interpreted as sub-dimensions or components of a more abstract, singular construct. 
Table 5.3: CFA Model Fit Indicators for Entire Scale 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFl) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non- Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
Observed Value 1 
0.634 
0.590 
0.738 
0.754 
1.820 
0.089 
0.098 
Table 5.3 shows the fit indices for the entire scale. The value of RMSEA (0.089) is 
greater than 0.08 which is acceptable. Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (1.820) 
is below 2. Also, RMR value (0.098) is found satisfactory since it is less than 2. 
Therefore, the measurement model for entire scale is acceptable. 
5.3 HYPOTHESES TESTING 
Category I: Establishing difference between mean scores of variables vis-a-vis 
moderating variables. 
Hgl: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Independent sample T-test carried out to contrast the organizational change in public 
and private sector shows no significant difference on mean values of organizational 
change vis-a-vis public and private sector (t= 0.803, p= 0.424), as shown in Table 
5.4. This specifies that there is no difference in the perceptions and attitudes of 
public and private sector towards the implementation of organizational change. 
Therefore, lack of evidences of difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis public and private sector failed to reject hypothesis Hoi. Robertson and 
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Seneviratne (1995) explain that by and large, organizational change interventions are 
successful in both public and private sectors. However, they found implementing 
changes in public organization work settings more difficult as compared to private 
sectors. 
Table 5.4: Organizational Change vis-a-vis Public and Private Sector: T-test 
df= 103 
Dimensions 
Technological Change 
Social Change 
Leadership Change 
Structural Change 
Organizational Change 
Mean 
Public 
(N=29) 
3.7241 
3.7644 
3.9172 
3.8621 
3.8570 
Private 
(N=76) 
3.8520 
3.5746 
3.5974 
3.7829 
3.7390 
Std. Deviation 
Public 
.84342 
.71063 
.86605 
.86496 
.64765 
Private 
.61261 
.70627 
.90598 
.91773 
.68328 
t-
valae 
0.857 
1.229 
1.637 
0.401 
0.803 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
0.393 
0.222 
0.105 
0.689 
0.424 
Also, significant differences are not found on mean values of dimensions of 
organizational change vis-a-vis public and private sector. This means that there is no 
variation in the outlook of public and private sector when changes occur to the 
various dimensions of organizational change. 
Ho2: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard 
vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Table 5.5: Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis Public and Private Sector: T-test 
df= 103 
Dimensions 
Financial Perspective 
Customer Perspective 
Internal Business Process 
Learning & Growth 
Balanced Scorecard 
Mean 
PubUc 
(N=29) 
4.4885 
4.1638 
4.0345 
3.5632 
4.1052 
Private 
(N=76) 
4.0263 
4.0461 
3.9436 
3.8553 
4.0269 
Std. Deviation 
Public 
1.7576 
.60973 
.57481 
.88238 
.66137 
Private 
.58376 
.56526 
.56186 
.65735 
.47557 
t-
value 
2.030 
0.934 
0.736 
1.844 
0.674 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
0.045 
0.353 
0.463 
0.68 
0.502 
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The results to compare Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis public and private sector are 
provided in Table 5.5. It shows no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced 
Scorecard vis-a-vis public and private sector (t= 0.674, p= 0.365). This explains that 
public and private sector share common perception towards Balanced Scorecard. 
They follow related strategies and processes for the implementation of Balanced 
Scorecard framework. Hence, the results failed to reject hypothesis Ho2. 
Isoraite (2008) underlines the different objectives of public and private sector and 
reports results dissimilar to those obtained in this research. The public sector focuses 
on mission effectiveness whereas private sector focuses on shareholder value. As a 
result, using the same performance metrics in the public sector as the private sector 
is likely to be ineffective as public sector goals differ drastically from those of the 
private sector. The Balanced Scorecard is equally applicable to public sector 
organizations only with certain modifications (Rhom, 2004; Isoraite, 2008). 
Wisniewski & Olafsson (2004) studied the public sector organizations and found 
that there has been a genuine acceptance of the Balanced Scorecard as one that adds 
value to what the organization and its constituent services are trying to achieve for 
their communities. Ahmad (2012) found that government agencies have been slower 
to accept the Balanced Scorecard system mainly because of the disinclination to 
experiment with newer tools and the belief that measurement efforts may be 
incomprehensible. 
This study also shows significant difference on mean values of financial perspective 
vis-a-vis public and private sector (p= 0.045). It suggests that the two means are 
statistically significant. It points out disparity in practices of public and private 
sector while addressing the financial perspective of Balanced Scorecard. Similar 
results are obtained by Isoraite (2008) where different sources of finance in public 
and private sector are described. He argued that financial goals of public sector 
include cost reduction and efficiency whereas private sector aims at profit and 
market share growth. 
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Ho3: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Table 5.6: Organizational Effectiveness vis-a-vis Public and Private Sector: T-test 
df= 103 
Dimensions 
Organizational 
Effectiveness 
Mean 
Public 
(N=29) 
4.10 
Private 
(N=76) 
4.01 
Std. Deviation 
Pnbltc 
0.900 
Private 
0.792 
t-valae 
0.503 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
0.616 
The significant value (p== 0.424) is greater than 0.05 for the differences on mean 
scores of organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis public and private sector. This 
recommends that there is no significant difference on mean values of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis public and private sector. The measures for organizational 
effectiveness such as effective leadership and employee engagement applied in both 
the sectors appear to be similar. Therefore, the results failed to reject hypothesis 
Ho3. However, the findings contrast the results shown by Isoraite (2008) which 
concluded that organizational performance can be improved more readily in public 
organizations. 
Ho4: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
Table 5.7: Organizational Change vis-a-vis Manufacturing and Service Industry: T-test 
df=103 
Dimensions 
Technological Change 
Social Change 
Leadership Change 
Structural Change 
Organizational Change 
Mean 
Manufacturing 
(N=2I) 
3.5238 
5.5952 
3.7619 
3.9762 
3.7714 
Service 
(N=84) 
3.8899 
3.6349 
3.6667 
3.7619 
3.7716 
Std. Deviation 
Manufacturing 
.82502 
.69636 
.94365 
.78224 
.67535 
.is:-: 
Service 
.62618 
.71627 
.89676 
.92644 
.67601 
vataw 
2.241 
.228 
.431 
.976 
.001 
Sig. 
(P) 
.027 
.820 
.667 
.332 
999 
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An independent sample T-test conducted to contrast the organizational change in 
manufacturing and service sector presents the difference on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry, as given in 
Table 5.7. No significant difference is found on mean scores of organizational 
change vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry (t= 0.001, p= 0.999). This 
suggests no difference in practices followed by manufacturing and service industry 
to carry out organizational change process. Hence, the results failed to reject 
hypothesis Ho4. Employee participation, maintaining a high level of communication 
with employees throughout the change process and focusing on benefits of the 
process of change at both individual and organizational level are considered as some 
of the important approaches to implement successful organizational change (Jex, 
2002; Cartwright, 2007). 
There is a significant difference on the mean scores of technological change vis-a-
vis manufacturing and service industry (p= 0.027). Causes for up-gradation of 
technology, enhancement of processes to improve machineries and the extent to 
which change in technology is considered significant are not found similar in 
manufacturing and service industry. Major obstacles for introducing technological 
innovation in services and manufacturing are economic in nature, that is, lack of 
appropriate sources of finance and high cost of innovation (Sirilli & Evangelista, 
1998). The outcomes of comparison of information technology between 
manufacturing and service industries among Australia's 500 top businesses showed 
that service industries employ technology to enhance the value of products and 
services to a greater extent than manufacturing industries (Sohal et al., 2001). 
Further, no significant difference is observed on the mean scores of other 
dimensions of organizational change vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
Ho5: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard 
vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
The difference between the mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis 
manufacturing and service industry is not statistically significant (p= 0.463). This 
explains that there is no dissimilarity in the p>erceptions of manufacturing and service 
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industry towards the idea of Balanced Scorecard. Thus, the results failed to reject 
hypothesis Ho5. 
Table 5.8: Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis Manufacturing and Service Industry: T-test 
df=- 103 
Dimensions 
Financial Perspective 
Customer Perspective 
Internal Business Process 
Learning & Growth 
Balanced Scorecard 
Mean 
Manufacturing 
(N=21) 
4.0238 
4.0357 
3.9116 
3.7460 
3.9720 
Service 
(N=84) 
4.1865 
4.0893 
3.9830 
3.7817 
4.0676 
Std. Deviation 
Manufacturing 
.67964 
.69050 
.63964 
.76307 
.55140 
Service 
1.1346 
.54970 
.54698 
.73084 
.52760 
valne 
.628 
.379 
.517 
.199 
.736 
Sig. 
(P) 
.531 
.706 
.606 
.843 
.463 
Also, there is no significant difference on mean scores of dimensions of Balanced 
Scorecard vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry, as shown in Table 5.8. The 
activities of manufacturing and service industry to successfiilly arrange dimensions 
of Balanced Scorecard are related. 
Ho6: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
Table 5.9: Organizational Effectiveness vis-^-vis Manufacturing and Service Industry: T-test 
df= 103 
Dimension 
Organizational 
Effectiveness 
Mean 
Manufacturing 
(N=21) 
4.19 
Service 
(N=84) 
4.00 
Std. Deviation 
Manufacturing 
0.814 
Service 
0.821 
t- value 
0.952 
Sig. 
(p- value) 
0.343 
As given in Table 5.9, the significant value (p= 0.343) for the differences on mean 
scores of organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry is 
found to be greater than 0.05. It implies that there is no significant difference on 
mean scores of organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing and service 
industry. The results show no evidence of dissimilarity in the applications of 
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manufacturing and service sector to enhance organizational effectiveness. The 
results, therefore, failed to reject hypothesis Ho6. 
Ho7: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
Table 5.10: Organizational Change vis-a-vis Experience of Managers: ANOVA 
df- 102 
Dimensions 
Technological Change 
Social Change 
Leadership Change 
Structural Change 
Organizational Change 
1 
(N=89) 
3.8567 
3.5861 
3.6427 
3.7921 
3.7497 
Mean 
2 
(N=10) 
4.0750 
4.0500 
4.3400 
4.1500 
4.1930 
3 
(N=6) 
2.7917 
3.5278 
3.233 
3.1467 
3.3939 
Std. 
1 
.6260 
.70849 
.9042 
.91020 
.68164 
Deviation 
2 
.5277 
.7936 
.6867 
.8182 
.5779 
3 
.9275 
.3058 
.7527 
.8010 
.3114 
F-
vaive 
8.786 
2.024 
3.661 
1.310 
3.074 
Sig. 
(P) 
.000 
37 
.029 
.274 
.051 
Experience 1: Up to 9 years, 2:10-19 years, 3: more than 19 years. 
ANOVA has been carried out to obtain the results for the differences on mean scores 
of organizational change vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
In Table 5.10, the significant value (p= 0.051) suggests that there is no significant 
difference on mean values of organizational change vis-a-vis experience of 
managers in present organization. The mangers with different experiences share 
same readiness and enthusiasm to manage organizational change. Thus, lack of 
evidence of difference in the responses of managers with varied experiences failed to 
reject hypothesis Hg?. The relationships between various demographics and 
readiness for organizational change have been reported in the literature. The findings 
in the present research support the results obtained by Weber and Weber (2001) 
where they found no relationship between organizational change and demographics 
such as age, organization, work experience and education. Also, no relationship 
between commitment towards organizational change vis-a-vis race, age, education 
and gender has been found (Yoon & Thye, 2002). 
The above results also show significant difference has been found on mean values of 
two dimensions of organizational change vis-a-vis experience of managers in 
present organization. A significant difference has been reported between the length 
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of experience and leadership change (F= 3.661, p= 0.029) and also between duration 
of experience and technological change (F= 8.786, p= 0.000). Change in leadership 
adds challenge to adapt to the new leadership style. The results explain that a 
manager with less experience easily accept the new atmosphere created by new 
leaders whereas a manger who have been in the organization for a very long time, is 
not easily able to adjust to the changed leadership manners. An inverse relationship 
has also been observed between technological change and experience of managers 
which shows that the ability to embrace new technologies tends to decrease as the 
experience increases. The managers with experience up to 9 years are found to be 
more dynamic as far as technological changes are concerned, as compared to those 
with experience of more than 19 years. 
HQS: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard 
vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
Table 5.11: Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis Experience of Managers: ANOVA 
df= 102 
Dimensions 
Financial Perspective 
Customer Perspective 
Internal Business Process 
Learning & Growth 
Balanced Scorecard 
1 
(N=89) 
4.1386 
4.0899 
3.9278 
3.8109 
4.0440 
Mean 
2 
(N=10) 
4.5500 
4.3000 
4.2714 
3.9667 
4.3376 
3 
(N=6) 
3.7222 
3.5417 
4.0714 
2.9167 
3.6337 
Std 
1 
1.12008 
.56186 
.57350 
.67194 
.52355 
. Deviation 
2 
.46514 
.56273 
.51486 
.82327 
.49899 
3 
.54433 
.60035 
.35857 
1.0260 
.47048 
F-
•alae 
\.2\m, 
3.509 
l.SOfl 
4.893 
3.472 
Sig. 
(P) 
.301 
034 
.170 
009 
.035 
Experience 1: Up to 9 years, 2: 10-19years, 3: more than 19 years. 
There is a significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis 
experience of managers in present organization (p= 0.035), as exhibited in Table 
5.11. This shows a contrast between the perceptions of managers depending on the 
duration of their experience. Managers with extensive experience are not very 
confident when the Balanced Scorecard is implemented in the organization. Better 
acceptance and participation seem to be received by those who are in the 
organization since fewer years. Therefore, the results reject hypothesis Ho8. 
Wisniewski and Dickson (2001) support the results found in this research and 
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remind that Balanced Scorecard involves a considerable time and effort. There is 
need for demonstrable commitment from managers at varying levels and to some 
extent, a change in mindset and thinking. 
The above results also indicate significant difference between the mean scores of 
customer perspective (F= 3.509, p= 0.034) vis-a-vis experience of managers in 
present organization. Managers with lesser experience are more attentive to the 
benefits of satisfying customers. They emphasize on developing measures that are 
consumer- centric and actively participate in the formulation of schemes to promote 
customer value and customer satisfaction. On the other hand, managers with greater 
experience seem to be less concerned towards the needs of customers. They do not 
contribute to the fulfillment of plans related to superior customer services as 
enthusiastically as mangers with lesser experience do. 
In addition, there is a significant difference on the mean scores of learning and 
growth perspective (F= 4.893, p= 0.009) vis-a-vis experience of managers in present 
organization. Managers with experience of lesser years show greater enthusiasm and 
willingness to discover new means of learning and enhance their development. 
Those with experience of more than 19 years appeared to be reluctant towards new 
methods of learning and development. According to organizational leaders and 
theorists, emphasis on learning has arisen due to rapid changes in the business 
climate which includes doubtful market conditions, increasing complexity, changing 
demographics and global competition (Peters, 1987; Probst & Buchel, 1997; Altman 
& lies, 1998; Swain, 1999). The understanding that learning increases competitive 
advantage has stimulated concern among managers to recognize organizations that 
foster and encourage learning (Slater & Narver, 1995). 
Ho9: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
Table 5.12 presents significant value (p= 0.054) which suggests no significant 
difference on mean scores of organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis experience of 
managers in present organization. This implies that there is no significant difference 
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between the perceptions of managers with varied experiences towards organizational 
effectiveness. Hence, the results failed to reject hypothesis Ho9. 
Table 5.12: Organizational Effectiveness vis-a-vis Experience of Managers: ANOVA 
df= 102 
Dimension 
Organizational 
Effectiveness 
Mean 
1 
(N=89) 
4.02 
2 
(N=10) 
4.50 
3 
(N=6) 
3.50 
Std. Deviation 
1 
.753 
2 
.972 
3 
1.225 
F-value 
3.010 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
.054 
Experience 1: Up to 9 years, 2: 10-J 9 years, 3: more than 19 years. 
HolO: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
change vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
Table 5.13: Organizational Change vis-a-vis Total Experience of Managers: ANOVA 
df= 102 
Dimensions 
Technological Change 
Social Change 
Leadership Change 
Structural Change 
Organizational Change 
Mean 
1 
(N=67) 
3.8022 
3.5025 
3.5672 
3.6791 
3.6759 
2 
(N=28) 
4.0625 
3.8333 
3.9500 
4.1071 
3.9942 
3 
(N=10) 
3.2250 
3.8833 
3.7400 
3.8000 
3.7897 
Std. Deviation 
1 
.6492 
.7180 
.9416 
.9240 
.7017 
2 
.5427 
.6879 
.7554 
.8091 
.5866 
3 
.9086 
.5389 
.9335 
.8563 
.6016 
•^^Si&B 
6.147 
2.980 
1.825 
2.289 
2.269 
i 
Sig. 
(P) 
.003 
.055 
.166 
.107 
.109 
Experience 1: Up to 9 years, 2: 10-19 years, 3: more than 19 years. 
The result of ANOVA for differences on mean scores of organizational change vis-
a-vis total experience of managers shows significant value (F= 2.269, p= 0.109) 
greater than 0.05. It means that the perceptions of managers regarding organizational 
change do not differ on the basis of their total experience. As a consequence, the 
results failed to reject hypothesis HolO. The output of this hypothesis testing 
supports past literature that has inferred this relationship. Cunningham et al. (2002) 
found no relationship between inclination towards organizational change, gender 
and marital status. 
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Also, significant difference is found on mean values of technological change (p= 
0.003) vis-a-vis total experience of managers. Managers with greater experience are 
used to the technology which they have been working with since very long. As a 
result, they do not seem to be comfortable with technological changes occurring at 
the organizations. On the contrary, managers with experience of lesser years are 
found to be adaptive to alterations in technology at the workplace. Table 5.13 shows 
no significant difference on mean values of other perspectives of organizational 
change vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
Holl: There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard 
vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
Table 5.14: Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis Total Experience of Managers: ANOVA 
df= 102 
Dimensions 
Financial Perspective 
Customer Perspective 
Internal Business Process 
Learning & Growth 
Balanced Scorecard 
1 
(N=67) 
4.1244 
4.0149 
3.9104 
3.7786 
4.0134 
Mean 
2 
(N=28) 
4.2619 
4.2857 
4.0357 
3.9167 
4.1714 
3 
(N=10) 
4.0500 
3.9250 
4.1714 
3.3500 
3.9393 
Std 
1 
1.25037 
.56051 
.56096 
.68065 
.53753 
. Deviation 
2 
.58694 
.54311 
.60936 
.70929 
.49261 
3 
.62878 
.68769 
.41404 
1.0257 
.58610 
F-
.217 
2.644 
1.205 
2.253 
1.110 
i 
Sig. 
(p) 
806 
.076 
.304 
.110 
.334 
Experience 1: Up to 9 years, 2: 10-19 years, 3: more than 19 years. 
The significant value (F= 1.110, p= 0.334) indicates that the mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis total experience of managers are not statistically 
significant. The approach and attitude of managers with different total experience 
are similar regarding Balanced Scorecard. They appear to accept the implementation 
of Balanced Scorecard fi-amework with similar interest. Therefore, the results failed 
to reject hypothesis Holl. Also, no significant difference is found on the mean 
values of various perspectives of Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis total experience of 
managers. 
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Hol2: There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
Table 5.15: Organizational Effectiveness vis-a-vis Total Experience of Managers: ANOVA 
df= 102 
Dimension 
Organizational 
Effectiveness 
Mean 
1 
(N=67) 
3.97 
2 
(N=28) 
4.21 
3 
(N=10) 
4.00 
Std. Deviation 
1 
.778 
' 2 
.787 
3 
1.155 
F-value 
.886 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
.415 
Experience 1: Up to 9 years, 2: 10-19 years, 3: more than 19 years. 
The significant value for organizational effectiveness (p= 0.415) is found to be 
greater than 0.05), as illustrated in Table 5.15. This explains no significant 
difference in the initiatives of managers with diverse experience while encouraging 
organizational effectiveness. All the managers follow and encourage similar ways to 
increase organizational effectiveness within their organizations. Thus, lack of 
evidence failed to reject hypothesis Hoi 2. 
Category II: Establishing relationship among Organizational Change, Balanced 
Scorecard and Organizational Effectiveness. 
H13: There is a significant relationship between organizational change and 
organizational effectiveness. 
H14: There is a significant relationship between Balanced Scorecard and 
organizational effectiveness. 
HIS: There is a significant relationship between organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard. 
The table 5.16 shows correlation among organizational change. Balanced Scorecard 
and organizational effectiveness. 
Pearson correlations between organizational change and organizational effectiveness 
is found to be highly significant at 0.01 level (r= 0.617). It indicates that changes 
occurring in organizations positively impact organizational effectiveness. Hence, the 
test failed to reject hypothesis HI 3. Further, technological change (r= 0.494), social 
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change (r= 0.543), leadership change (r= 0.653) and structural change (r= 0.519), 
significant at 0.01 level, demonstrate a positive relationship with organizational 
effectiveness. This findings are supported by Kaplan and Norton (1992) who 
underline that a company's ability to improve and innovate directly influence 
company's performance. Kanter (1983) demonstrated companies with growing 
human resource management practices outperforming those with less progressive 
practices. In addition, Drucker (2002) argue that innovation is the certain tool of 
entrepreneurship and an action in which resources offer a new ability to create 
wealth. In an empirical study, Rostami and Javadi (2011) found positive impact of 
creativity and change on human force productivity leading to effective 
organizations. The evidence of high correlation between learning organization 
factors and organizational performance are also produced (Kontoghiorghes et al., 
2005). 
Table 5.16: Pearson's Correlations among Organizational Change (OC), 
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) and Organizational Effectiveness (OE) 
Dimensions 
Technological Change 
Social Change 
Leadership Change 
Structural Change 
Organizational Change 
Financial Perspective 
Customer Perspective 
internal Business Process 
Learning and Growth 
Balanced Scorecard 
Organizational Effectiveness 
T 
1 
.618" 
.620" 
.530" 
.777" 
.397" 
.548" 
.554" 
.560" 
,645" 
.494" 
So 
1 
.837" 
.688" 
.905" 
.428" 
.541" 
.719" 
.622" 
.700" 
.543" 
L 
1 
.781" 
.929" 
407" 
.614" 
.629" 
.656" 
.694" 
.653" 
St 
1 
.827" 
.253" 
.467" 
.483" 
.516" 
.500" 
.519" 
OC 
1 
.428" 
.643" 
.706" 
.690" 
.746" 
.617 
F 
1 
.348 
.406" 
.383" 
.748" 
.392" 
C 
1 
.526" 
.539" 
.704" 
.552" 
IBP 
1 ' 
.668" 
.794" 
.564" 
LG 
1 
• ' " : 
.614" 
BSC 
i^ n 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table 5.16 also shows a significant correlation between Balanced Scorecard and 
organizational effectiveness (r= 0.665) at 0.01 level. It indicates that organizations 
practicing Balanced Scorecard turn into high performance entities. Hence, the 
results failed to reject hypothesis H14. Also, financial perspective (r= 0.392), 
customer perspective (r= 0.552), internal business process perspective (r= 0.564) 
and learning and growth perspective (r= 0.614) build a positive relationship with 
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organizational effectiveness at 0.01 level. The enhancement of these dimensions 
enables organizations become more successful in addressing all aspects of business 
entities. Numerous researchers (Kaplan & Norton, 1996a; Lunegorg & Nelsen, 
2003; Davis & Albright, 2004; Dehning et al., 2007; Juhmani, 2007; Lee et al., 
2008; Petal et al., 2008) support these results and present a significant evidence 
maintaining positive relationship between Balanced Scorecard and firm 
performance. McLean (2008) concluded that Balanced Scorecard does have a 
statistically significant effect on return on assets. The output derived in the present 
research is also in conformity with the empirical evidence from Dutch firms which 
suggests that effective utilization of Balanced Scorecard improves the performance 
of organizations. The Balanced Scorecard complementing corporate strategy 
positively influences the efficiency of business corporations (Braam & Nijssen, 
2004). Kaplan and Norton (1996) described Balanced Scorecard as a cause and 
effect relationship between learning, organization processes, customer satisfaction 
and financial results. A recent survey showed that 88% of the organizations noticed 
that effective implementation of Balanced Scorecard resulted in enhanced 
performance of employees and proved to be a source of motivating, measuring and 
rewarding the workers (Barkley, 2000). 
Further, the correlation between organizational change and Balanced Scorecard (r= 
0.746) is significant at 0.01 level. This suggests that the two variables move in same 
direction with positive impact on each other. If the changes are implemented in 
organizations, they promote the use of Balanced Scorecard. Hence, the existence of 
relationship between organizational change and Balanced Scorecard failed to reject 
hypothesis HI 5. The dimensions of organizational change and the perspectives of 
Balanced Scorecard are correlated at 0.01 level. 
The results obtained through Pearson's correlation explain that dimensions of 
organizational change and Balanced Scorecard positively impact the performance of 
the organizations. This indicates that the effective relationship between 
organizational change and Balanced Scorecard will result in highly effective 
organizafions. Exhibit 5.4 depicts model presenting values of correlation. 
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Exhibit 5.4: Model Presenting Values of Correlation 
JEC 
i 
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STC 
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929 
827 
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V 
\ 
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\ 
ORGANIZATIONAL 
EFFECnXTlNESS 
/ 
.748 
.704 
.794 
795 
BALANCED 
SCORECARD 
665 
/ 
m^^ 
Category III: Investigating the impact of Organizational Change on 
Organizational Effectiveness. 
The impact of organizational change on organizational effectiveness was 
investigated using Regression Analysis as given below. Further, the impact was also 
investigated through path analysis. 
H16: There is a significant positive impact of technological change on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.17: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of TEC on OC 
Modd 
1 
R 
.777 
R 
Square 
.604 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.600 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.42519 
R Square 
Change 
.604 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
157.267 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), TEC 
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The adjusted R square value, as given in Table 5.17, shows that the model accounts 
60% of variance in organizational change due to technological change with R square 
equals to 0.604 and highly significant at p<0.001. 
Table 5.18: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of TEC on OC 
Model 
1 Constant 
TEC 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
.847 
.766 
Std. Error 
.237 
.061 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.777 
t-value 
3.574 
12.541 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
.001 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
The standardized beta coefficient value, given in Table 5.18, suggests that change in 
technology have a large impact on organizational change (Beta= 0.777, p<0.001). 
Thus, the results showing impact of technological change on organizational change 
failed to reject HI 6. 
HI7: There is a significant positive impact of social change on organizational 
change. 
The results show that social change predicts organizational change. About 81.9% of 
the variation in the organizational change is explained by social change. Table 5.19 
shows that the R square value (0.819) is large and close to 1, which implies that 
social change plays an important role in predicting organizational change. 
Table 5.19: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of SOC on OC 
Modd 
1 
R 
.905 
R 
Square 
.819 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.817 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.28758 
R Square 
Change 
.819 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
465.938 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), SOC 
The standardized beta coefficient value (0.905) is a large value which indicates a 
unit adjustment in social change has a large effect on organizational change. Hence, 
the results failed to reject HI 7. 
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Table 5.20: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of SOC on OC 
Model 
1 Constant 
SOC 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
.659 
.858 
Std. Error 
.147 
.040 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.905 
t-value 
4.482 
21.586 
Slf. 
(p-value) 
.000 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
H18: There is a significant positive impact of leadership change on 
organizational change. 
The adjusted R square value, as given in Table 5.21, shows that the model accounts 
86.1% of variance in organizational change due to leadership change. The R square 
value is large and highly significant at p<0.001 which shows leadership change 
plays a vital role in predicting organizational change. The model appears to be very 
useftil for making predictions since the R square value is close to 1. 
Table 5.21: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of LEC on OC 
Modd 
1 
R 
.929 
R 
Square 
.862 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.861 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.25072 
R Square 
Change 
.862 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
645.504 
dn 
1 
dn 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), LEC 
Table 5.22: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of LEC on OC 
Model 
1 Constant 
LEC 
Unstandardized CoefTicients 
B 
1.221 
.692 
Std. Error 
.103 
.027 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.929 
t-value 
11.812 
25.407 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
.000 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
Large value of standardized beta coefficient (0.929) signifies large impact on 
organizational change resulting from a single unit of leadership change. Thus, the 
results failed to reject HI 8. 
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H19: There is a significant positive impact of structural change on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.23 shows that 68% of the variation in the organizational change is explained 
by structural change. The R square value comes out to be 0.683 and highly 
significant at p<0.001. 
Table 5.23: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of STC on OC 
Modd 
1 
R 
.827 
R 
Square 
.683 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.680 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.38045 
R Square 
Change 
.683 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
222.081 
dn 
1 
ATI 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), STC 
Table 5.24: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of STC on OC 
Model 
1 Constant 
STC 
Unstandardized CoefTicients 
B 
1.421 
.618 
Std. Error 
.162 
.041 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.827 
t-valae 
8.773 
14.902 
Sig. 
(p-valu^ 
.000 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
The beta value (0.827) and t-value (14.902) are significant at p= 0.000. The values 
suggest that there is a large significant impact of structural change on organizational 
change. As a consequence, the results failed to reject HI 9. 
H20: There is a significant positive impact of organizational change on 
organizational efTectiveness. 
The adjusted R square value, as given in Table 5.25, shows that the model accounts 
37.5% of variance in organizational effectiveness due to organizational change. R 
square (0.381) is highly significant at p<0.001. 
Table 5.25: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of OC on OE 
Modtl 
1 
R 
.617 
R 
Square 
.381 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.375 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.648 
R Square 
Change 
.381 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
63.365 
dn 
1 
dfZ 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), OC 
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Table 5.26: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of OC on OE 
Model 
1 Constant 
OC 
a. Dependen 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
1.202 
.752 
t Variable: 0 
Std. Error 
.362 
.094 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.617 
t-value 
3.322 
7.960 
Sig. 
(p-valiie) 
.001 
.000 
The standardized beta (0.617) significant at p= 0.000, gives a measure of the 
contribution of organizational change to organizational effectiveness. This shows 
that there will be a large positive impact on organizational effectiveness with a 
single unit of organizational change. Thus, the results failed to reject H20. 
Category IV: Investigating the impact of Balanced Scorecard on Organizational 
Effectiveness. 
The impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational effectiveness was investigated 
using Regression Analysis as given below. Further, path analysis was also employed 
to investigate the impact. 
H21: There is a significant positive impact of financial perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
The adjusted R square value, as given in Table 5.27, explains that the model 
accounts 55.5% of variance in Balanced Scorecard due to financial perspective. R 
square (0.559) is found to be highly significant at p<0.001. 
Table 5,27: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of FIP on BSC 
Model 
1 
R 
.748 
R 
Square 
.559 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.555 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.35440 
R Square 
Change 
.559 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
130.587 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
SlgF 
CtumflK 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), FIP 
The standardized beta (0.748) significant at p= 0.000, gives a measure of the 
contribution of financial perspective to Balanced Scorecard. This indicates that there 
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is a large positive impact on Balanced Scorecard with a single unit of revision of 
financial perspective. Thus, the results failed to reject H24. 
Table 5.28: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of FIP on BSC 
Model 
1 Constant 
FIP 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
2.490 
.375 
Std. Er ror 
.141 
.033 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.748 
t-value 
17.700 
11.427 
Sig. 
(p-valoe) 
.000 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: BSC 
H22: There is a significant positive impact of customer perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
The above results show that 49% of the variation in the Balanced Scorecard is 
explained by customer perspective, with R square equals to 0.495 and highly 
significant at p<0.001. This proves that customer perspective plays an important role 
in predicting Balanced Scorecard. 
Table 5.29: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of CSP on BSC 
Modd 
1 
R 
.704 
R 
Square 
.495 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.490 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.37930 
R Square 
Cliange 
.495 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
100.927 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.oou 
a. Predictors: (Constant), CSP 
Table 5.30: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of CSP on BSC 
Model 
1 Constant 
CSP 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
1.409 
.647 
Std. E r ro r 
.265 
.064 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.704 
t-value 
5.309 
10.046 
Sig. 
(p-valne) 
.000 
.000 
b. Dependent Variable: BSC 
The beta value (0.704) and t-value (10.046) are significant at p= 0.000, as given in 
Table 5.30. It concludes that there is a large significant impact of customer 
perspective on Balanced Scorecard. Hence, the results failed to reject H22. 
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H23: There is a significant positive impact of internal business process 
perspective on Balanced Scorecard. 
Table 5.31 provides results of regression analysis used to test if internal business 
process perspective significantly impacts Balanced Scorecard. The results indicated 
that internal business process perspective explained 62.6% of variance. R square is 
found to be 0.630 significant at p<0.001. 
Table 5.31: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of IBP on BSC 
Model 
1 
R 
.794 
R 
Square 
.630 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.626 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.32478 
R Square 
Change 
.630 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
175.142 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), IBP 
Table 5.32: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of IBP on BSC 
Model 
1 Constant 
IBP 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
1.084 
.747 
Std. Error 
.226 
.056 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.794 
t-value 
4.789 
13.234 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
.()()() 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: BSC 
The beta value given (0.794) shows that internal business process perspective 
strongly influences the Balanced Scorecard. Since the value is large, internal 
business process perspective plays a vital role in predicting Balanced Scorecard. The 
t-value is equal to 13.234 and it is significant at p<0.001. The results, therefore, 
failed to reject H23. 
H24: There is a significant positive impact of learning and growth on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
The adjusted R square value explains that the model accounts 62.8% of variance in 
Balanced Scorecard due to learning and growth perspective. R square value comes 
out to be 0.632 at a significant level where p<0.001. The model is very useful for 
making predictions. 
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Table 5.33: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of LGP on BSC 
Modd 
1 
a. P 
R 
.795 
redictor 
R 
Square 
.632 
s: (Cons 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.628 
tant), LGP 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.32395 
R Square 
Change 
.632 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
176.556 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Clwiite 
.000 
The standardized beta coefficient is equal to 0.795, as shown in Table 5.34. This 
explains that one standard deviation in the learning and growth perspective will 
result in a change of 0.795 standard deviations in Balanced Scorecard. The p-value 
(0.000) for significance shows a large impact of learning and growth perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard. Thus, results failed to reject H24. 
Table 5.34: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of LGP on BSC 
Model 
1 Constant 
LGP 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
1.877 
.575 
Std. Error 
.166 
.043 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.795 
t-value 
11.279 
13.287 
Sig. 
(p-valu^ 
.000 
.000 
a. Dependent Variable: BSC 
H25: There is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.35 suggests that Balanced Scorecard significantly impacts organizational 
change. The results showed that internal business process perspective explained 
55.2% of the variance with R square equals to 0.556 significant at p<0.001. 
Table 5.35: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of BSC on OC 
Modd 
1 
R 
.746 
R 
Square 
.556 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.552 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.45028 
R Square 
Change 
.556 
Change Statistics 
F Change 
129.069 
dn 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
. ( j i ' ) ( i 1 
b. Predictors: (Constant), BSC 
The beta value given (0.746) indicated that Balanced Scorecard strongly influenced 
the organizational change. As the value is large. Balanced Scorecard is found to play 
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an important role in predicting organizational change. The t-value comes out to be 
11.361 and it is significant at p<0.001. Therefore, the results failed to reject H25. 
Table 5.36: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of BSC on OC 
Model 
1 Constant 
BSC 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
B 
-.052 
.944 
Std. Er ror 
.339 
.083 
Standardized Coefficients 
Beta 
.746 
t-valae 
-.153 
11.361 
Sig. 
(p-valne) 
.879 
.000 
Dependent Variable: OC 
H26: There is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. 
The output shows that 43.7% of the variation in organizational effectiveness is 
explained by Balanced Scorecard. Since the adjusted R square value is high, this 
model is useful and exhibits a crucial function of Balanced Scorecard in predicting 
organizational effectiveness. 
Table 5.37: Regression-Model Summary-Impact of BSC on OE 
Modd 
1 
R 
.665 
R 
Square 
.442 
Adjusted 
R Square 
.437 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
.615 
R Square 
Cliange 
.442 
Cliange Statistics 
F Change 
81.687 
d n 
1 
df2 
103 
Sig.F 
Change 
.000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), BSC 
Table 5.38: Regression-Coefficients-Impact of BSC on OE 
Model 
1 Constant 
B S C 
a. Dependen 
Unstandardized CoefTicients 
B 
-.116 
1.026 
t Variable: 0 
Std. E r ro r 
.464 
.114 
Standardized CoefTicients 
Beta 
.665 
t-value 
-.251 
9.038 
Sig. 
(p-value) 
.802 
.000 
The beta value is equal to 0.665 which implies that Balanced Scorecard strongly 
impacts organizational effectiveness. The t-value is equal to 9.038 which is 
significant at p<0.001. This indicates that when organizations implement Balanced 
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Scorecard framework, it helps them develop and meet their objectives. Hence, the 
results, failed to reject H26. 
5.4 PATH ANALYSIS: STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is a powerful, general purpose tool for 
statistical analysis and modeling of interactions between observed and unobserved 
(latent) variables (Schumacker &. Lomax, 2004), with the typical goal of testing 
causal relationships among variables. It provides a statistical approach for 
understanding the nature of the key constructs, as well as the influence of the 
constructs upon one another (Jaccard & Wan, 1995; Li et al., 1998; Sundie et al., 
2009; Roster & Richins, 2009). lacobucci (2009, 2010) points out that structural 
equation models take into account measurement error. The most crucial concern 
associated with SEM is the appropriate inference of causality (Bagozzi, 2010; 
Fabrigar et al., 2010). This technique has been adopted in studies across disciplines 
(Beatty & Smith, 1987; Punj & Staelin, 1983; Srinivasan & Ratchford, 1991; 
Heaney & Goldsmith, 1999; Bernard & Alexandru, 2005). 
After the validity of measures used has been attained and an acceptable model 
goodness-of-fit achieved, only then the structural model can be constructed and 
tested (Byrne, 2001; Ho, 2006; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In the present 
research, the measurement model was found to be a good-fit and the validity of 
measures was confirmed. Then the structural model of organizational change. 
Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness was tested. The standardized 
regression weights are given in Table 5.39. 
Table 5.39: Standardized Regression Weights 
Impact 
TEC <— OC 
SOC <— OC 
LEC <— OC 
STC <— OC 
FIP <— BSC 
CSP <— BSC 
IBP <— BSC 
SOC <— OC 
IBP <— BSC 
Estimate 
.768 
.891 
.992 
.895 
.797 
.849 
.805 
1.052 
.598 
C.R 
4.609 
6.409 
7.415 
7.626 
1.882 
4.060 
3.822 
P 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.060 
*** 
*** 
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Impact 
LGP <— BSC 
T4 <— TEC 
T3 <— TEC 
T2 <— TEC 
Tl <— TEC 
So4 <— SOC 
So3 <— SOC 
So2 <— SOC 
Sol <— SOC 
L5 <— LEC 
L4 <— LEC 
L3 <— LEC 
L2 <— LEC 
LI <— LEC 
St2 <— STC 
Stl <— STC 
F6 <— FIP 
F5 <— FIP 
F4 <— FIP 
F3 <— FIP 
F2 <— FIP 
Fl <— FIP 
C4 <— CSP 
C3 <— CSP 
C2 <— CSP 
CI <— CSP 
P5 <— IBP 
P4 <— IBP 
P3 <— IBP 
P2 <— IBP 
PI <— IBP 
LG6 <— LGP 
LG5 <— LGP 
LG4 <— LGP 
LG3 <— LGP 
LG2 <— LGP 
LGl <— LGP 
So6 <— SOC 
So5 <— SOC 
P6 <— IBP 
P7 <— IBP 
BSC <— OC 
OC <— BSC 
Estimate 
.814 
.557 
.766 
.649 
.739 
.738 
.826 
.355 
.762 
.794 
.835 
.802 
.833 
.817 
.904 
.675 
.221 
.366 
.682 
.516 
.660 
.723 
.753 
.603 
.576 
.556 
.652 
.784 
.657 
.669 
.710 
.665 
.652 
.732 
.783 
.819 
.805 
.649 
.729 
.567 
.725 
.501 
.713 
C.R. 
3.904 
5.254 
4.800 
5.164 
8.097 
3.430 
7.483 
9.766 
9.243 
9.738 
9.485 
7.442 
1.811 
2.027 
1.954 
2.020 
2.038 
5.562 
5.317 
5.132 
6.511 
5.679 
5.761 
6.048 
6.196 
6.591 
6.975 
7.231 
7.129 
6.925 
3.352 
2.550 
P 
+ * * 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.070 
.043 
.051 
.043 
.042 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.011 
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Impact 
OE <— OC 
OE <— BSC 
Estimate 
-.179 
.959 
C.R. 
-.687 
2.845 
P 
.492 
.004 
The goodness-of-fit indices obtained for structural model are given in Table 5.40. 
The values of CFI= 0.767, Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio= 1.770, RMSEA= 
0.086 and R]V1R= 0.096. In the light of recommended values, the structural model 
obtained is desirable. 
Table 5.40: SEM-Model Fit Summary 
Fit Indicators 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 
Non- Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
Chi-square/ Degrees of Freedom 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) 
ObservMl Value 
.640 
.596 
.751 
.767 
1.770 
.086 
.096 
The structural model tested the causal relationships among the variables. The impact 
of varieties of changes (TEC, SOC, LEC and STC) on organizational change has 
been tested. The impact of dimensions of Balanced Scorecard (FIP, CSP, IBP and 
LGP) on Balanced Scorecard has also been investigated. The path analysis also 
explains the effect of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness along with the impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. The impact of organizational change on Balanced Scorecard 
has not been tested. The standardized path coefficients of the structural model as 
estimated by AMOS 16.0 are presented in Exhibit 5.5. 
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Exhibit 5.5: Structural Model and Path CoefTicients 
Minimum was achieved; Chi-square= 1357.451; df= 767; Probability level= 0.000 
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5.5 HYPOTHESES TESTING THROUGH PATH ANALYSIS 
Category HI: Investigating the impact of Organizational Change on 
Organizational Effectiveness. 
H16: There is a significant positive impact of technological change on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.41: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of TEC on OC 
Impact Estimate 
TEC — • OC 0.768 
C.R. 
4.609 
Sig. 
0.000 
The impact of technological change on organizational change through path analysis 
is given in Table 5.41. It shows there is a significant positive impact of technological 
change on organizational change. The path coefficient comes out to be 0.768 and 
highly significant at 0.000 level. Thus, the results failed to reject HIS. It suggests 
that changes in technology create modifications in the likely areas where the new 
technology will be used. 
Markus (2004) first coined the term 'techno-change' which stands for technology-
driven organizational change. It captures the broad range of aspects that are related 
to and have an impact on changes within organizations. Van (1986) considered 
'technology change' for making organizational change. Zahra and Pearce (1990) 
emphasize that when an organization focus on technological adaptations outside the 
organization, the adaptive cycle focuses on adaptation to conditions within the 
organization. Iimovation in technology need higher intellectual capabilities of 
managers (Golson, 1977) since one of the outcomes of technological change is 
adjustment in basic managerial fiinctions. As a consequence, organizations need to 
take initiatives to support and teach employees to acquire new skills. Researchers 
(Bradley et al., 1993; Currid, 1994) observe that instead of being used to support 
existing procedures, information technology determines the design of work 
processes and has become a major component for organizational change. 
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HI7: There is a significant positive impact of social change on organizational 
change. 
Table 5.42: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of SOC on OC 
Impact 
SOC — • OC 
Estimate 
0.891 
C.R. 
6.409 
Sig. 
0.000 
Social change has a significant positive impact on organizational change. The path 
coefficient obtained (0.891) is highly significant at 0.000 level as given in Table 
5.42. Hence, the results failed to reject HI 7. 
This indicates that positive feelings, attitudes and perceptions of workplace peers, 
subordinates and even supervisors may facilitate an environment more conducive to 
individual willingness and openness for organizational change involvement and 
supportiveness. Several studies have reported the relationship between social change 
and organizational change. The findings of the present study are in conformity with 
Hanpachem's (1997) research which significantly related social relations to the 
willingness to change. Eby et al. (2000) and Fairbaim (2005) found that perceived 
organizational support and trust in peers were related to readiness for change. 
Edmondson and WooUey (2003) discovered that variance in interpersonal climate 
and behavioral norms across different work groups are likely to affect responses to a 
change program or other organizational intervention, even when implementation 
methods are consistent in their delivery. 
The study by Cunningham et al. (2002) showed results on other extreme. They 
found a weak relationship between readiness and social support and explained that 
"job-related interpersonal relationships made a very limited contribution to the 
prediction of readiness for organizational change scores" (p. 387). They 
acknowledged that supportive colleagues may play a more important role in 
employee efforts to manage the pressure of organizational change. McNabb and 
Sepic (1995) developed a model that identified the relevant factors in determining 
readiness for organizational change. Among other factors, social support and 
interaction were included as important elements of a positive organizational culture 
that leads to increased organizational readiness for change. 
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Drucker (1954) argued that the major obstacle to organizational growth is managers' 
inability to change their attitudes and behavior as rapidly as their organizations 
require. The limited tolerance for change leads to resistance among employees 
(Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). A range of traits have been found to expect individual 
responses to change including self-concept, risk tolerance (Judge et al., 1999), risk 
aversion (Slovic, 1972), personal resilience (Wanberg & Baneis, 2000), need for 
achievement (Miller et al., 1994), tolerance for ambiguity (Budner, 1962) and locus 
of control (Lau & Woodman, 1995). 
H18: There is a significant positive impact of leadership change on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.43: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of LEC on OC 
Impact 
LEC — • OC 
Estimate 
0.992 
C.R. 
7.415 
Sig. 
0.000 
The results indicate a significant positive impact of leadership change on 
organizational change. The path coefficient (0.992) is found to be highly significant 
at 0.000 level. Therefore, the results failed to reject H18. 
The above results conclude that the energy, enthusiasm and sense of execution 
which leaders possess affect the change process. This study corroborates that of 
Vecchio and Applebaum (1995) which confirmed that one of the most common and 
influential forces for organizational change is leadership change. From the 
perspective of effective leadership, change is often represented in the literature as a 
means to restore something that has gone wrong wdthin the organization. This 
approach reflects a model of repairs, tools and interventions that managers might 
introduce to cure organizational failures (DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998). Atkinson (1999) 
highlighted that there is no change without leadership. Other researchers argued that 
leadership is significant to change management as the modifications in business 
organizations require creating a new system and institutionalizing new approaches 
(Eisenbach et al., 1999; Mills, 2003). Managers and leaders today are expected to 
empower employees and facilitate commitment to cultural change, organizational 
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restructuring and changing work processes (Nonaka, 1994). Leithwood and Jantzi 
(2000) found strong significant effects of leadership on organizational conditions. 
They discussed the need for development of individuals as well as whole 
organization during restructuring. It was observed that effective leaders offer high 
levels of motivation and commitment to solve the issues associated with the 
implementation of change initiatives. 
H19: There is a significant positive impact of structural change on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.44: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of STC on OC 
Impact 
STC — • OC 
Estimate 
0.895 
C.R. 
7.626 
Sig. 
0.000 
It is observed that structural change has a significant positive impact on 
organizational change. Table 5.44 shows that the value of path coefficient (0.895) is 
highly significant at 0.000 level. Thus, the results failed to reject HI 9. 
The results indicate that changes in organizational structure are regarded as 
prerequisite for a successftil change implementation. Granovetter (1985) and Bennis 
and Peters (1993) argued that resistance to change occurs since organizations are 
embedded in its institutional and technical structures. Quinn (1996) observed that 
"organizations seek consistency through the process of implementing rules and 
attempt to build structure and formality as a means to ensure long-term stability and 
predictability" (p. 156). Appelbaum et al. (2008) reported that successful 
organizations adapt their structures to the needs of their missions. Organizational 
researchers have noted that bureaucratic organizational structures are turning into 
more flexible and participatory to accommodate current economic conditions 
(Vallas, 2003). A study conducted by Csaszar (2008) confirmed that organizational 
structure influences the degree to which the activities are performed in mutual fiinds, 
which further affects change process. Likewise, Kanter et al. (1992) informed that 
the success of organizational change depends on the extent to which every aspect of 
the system, including formal structure of the organization, supports the idea of new 
181 
Chapter Five Analysis, Interpretation and Discussion 
organization. Therefore, the findings obtained in the present study are in conformity 
with many earlier studies. 
H20: There is a significant positive impact of organizational change on 
organizational effectiveness. 
Table 5.45: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact 
Impact 
O C — • O E 
Estimate 
-0.179 
C.R. 
-0.687 
of OC on OE 
Sig. 
0.492 
There is a negative impact of organizational change on organizational effectiveness 
as suggested by the non-significant path from organizational change to 
organizational effectiveness. The value of path coefficient (-0.179) comes out to be 
non-significant (p= 0.492) as shown in Table 5.45. Hence, the results reject H20. 
lacobucci (2010) notes when a hypothesized path turns out to be non-significant in a 
path analysis, it is a diagnostic clue that the model may be mis-specified. Yet, it may 
be alternatively the case that the theory could have merit, but the particular data fail 
to support it. It fiirther suggests a deeper analysis required of the data. 
The above findings indicate that there is a negative influence of organizational 
change on organizational effectiveness. As there are changes in organizations, the 
impact on organizational effectiveness may not be produced as predicted. The 
results are supported by numerous researchers who suggest that many organizational 
changes have not been as successful as intended and fail (Fisher, 1994; Maurer, 
1996; Strebel, 1996; Beer & Nohria, 2000; Higgs & Rowland, 2000; Hirschhom, 
2002; Miller, 2002; Knodel, 2004; Sirkin et al., 2005; Haines et al., 2005; Alvesson 
& Svenningsson, 2008; Kotter, 2008). Change processes are sometimes cancelled 
deliberately or they lose importance and dissolve slowly. Also, planned changes may 
experience strong resistance due to failures in the past. Individuals sometimes are 
found to be deeply and psychologically devoted to the current culture or status quo 
which results in resistance to change process (Noer, 1997). Other reasons noted by 
scholars for unsuccessfial change programs are lack of sense of urgency for change, 
change programs go either too fast or too slow, change objectives are either 
incoherent or abstract and leaders are either very powerfiil or with little authority 
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(Beer et al., 1990; Kotter, 1996; Beer & Nohria, 2000). Shook and Roth (2011) 
observed a negative impact of competitive strategies like mergers, acquisitions and 
downsizing on employees. Harari (1999) noted that declining performance levels 
often occur during the movement and implementation periods as organizations 
attempt to make changes. 
Category IV: Investigating the impact of Balanced Scorecard on Organizational 
Effectiveness. 
H21: There is a significant positive impact of financial perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
Table 5.46: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of FIP on BSC 
Impact 
FIP—•BSC 
Estimate 
0.797 
C.R. 
1.882 
Sig- 1 
0.060 
It is found that there is no significant positive impact of financial perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard. Table 5.46 shows the value of path coefficient is non-
significant at p= 0.060. Thus, the results reject H21. 
A body of literature discusses that financial measures, retains the short-term 
approach of measuring profitability and improvement of earnings (Villafranca & 
Bonine, 2008; Arroyo & Pozzebon, 2010) and play an important role while 
evaluafing a company's competitive position (Eccles, 1991; Kaplan & Norton, 
1992). Another group of researchers believe that financial measures focus on the 
current impacts of decisions without a clear link between short-run actions and long-
run strategy (McKenzie & Schilling, 1998; Luft & Shields, 1999). 
H22: There is a significant positive impact of customer perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
Table 5.47: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of CSP on BSC 
Impact 
CSP—•BSC 
Estimate 
0.849 
C.R. 
4.060 
Sig. 1 
0.000 1 
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There is a significant positive impact of customer perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard (path coefficient^ 0.849, p= 0.000). Therefore, the results failed to reject 
H22. Kaplan and Norton (1992) found a strong impact of customer perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard framework. They notify that Balanced Scorecard requires 
managers translate their general mission statement on customer service into specific 
measures that reflect the features important to customers. They also highlighted that 
Balanced Scorecard aims at better performance of organizations, which to a great 
extent depends on customer's evaluations. 
H23: There is a significant positive impact of internal business process 
perspective on Balanced Scorecard. 
Table 5.48: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of IBP on BSC 
Impact 
IBP — • BSC 
Estimate 
0.805 
C.R. 
3.822 
Sig. 
0.000 
The findings indicate a positive impact of internal business process perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard, as illustrated in Table 5.48. The path coefficient (0.805) is 
highly significant at 0.000 level. Therefore, the results failed to reject H23. It is 
suggested that the managers should ensure that their businesses, based on internal 
processes, are performing efficiently and that the firm's products and services are 
meeting the needs of customers and creating value (Pandey, 2005). 
H24: There is a significant positive impact of learning and growth perspective 
on Balanced Scorecard. 
Table 5.49: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of LGP on BSC 
Impact 
LGP—•BSC 
Estimate 
0.814 
C.R. 
3.904 
Sig. 
0.000 
There is a significant positive impact of learning and growth perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard, as given in Table 5.49. The value of path coefficient (0.814) is 
highly significant at p= 0.000. Thus, the results failed to reject H24. Researchers 
emphasized that managers learn by doing, observing others and experimenting 
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(Zahra & Filatotchev, 2004; Zucker & Darby, 2007). Pandey (2005) repeated that 
learning and growth focuses on innovation, creativity, competence and capability. 
Kaplan and Norton (1996c) observed that the measures of learning and growth 
perspective are the drivers of the measures of the customer perspective, while these 
measures are the drivers of the financial measured. However, Spechbacher et al. 
(2007) found that more than 40% of large companies use the Balanced Scorecard, 
but only 17% of them include the learning and growth perspective. 
H25: There is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. 
Table 5.50: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of BSC on OC 
Impact 
BSC—•OC 
Estimate 
0.501 
C.R. 
2.550 
Sig. 
0.011 
It is found that there is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. Table 5.50 shows that the value of path coefficient (0.501) is 
significant at p= 0.011. Thus, the results failed to reject H25. The findings of this 
study corroborate those of previous researchers. Kaplan and Norton (2001a) 
emphasized that organizations employing new strategies recognize the need for a 
new measurement framework and consider Balanced Scorecard as a powerftil tool 
for driving change initiatives. They recommended Balanced Scorecard approach as a 
powerful means for translating a firm's vision and strategy into a tool that effectively 
communicates strategic intent and motivates performance against established 
strategic goals (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). Balanced Scorecard has also been accepted 
as a fast becoming a 'must have' process for corporate change (Anonymous, 2001). 
H26: There is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. 
Table 5.51: Standardized Regression Weights-Impact of BSC on OE 
Impact 
BSC—•OE 
Estimate 
0.959 
C.R. 
2.845 
Sig. 
0.004 
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The findings indicate a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. The value of path coefficient (0.959) is found to be 
significant at p= 0.004. Therefore, the results failed to reject H26. 
Hoque and James (2000) studied companies that implemented the Balanced 
Scorecard and suggested that greater Balanced Scorecard usage is associated with 
improved performance, but this relationship does not depend significantly on 
organization size, product life cycle or market position. The Balanced Scorecard 
provides concurrent reflection of leading and lagging factors of performance 
evaluation, financial and non-financial, internal and external business, qualitative 
and quantitative measurement, as units of a performance measurement successfully 
attains corporate strategy, missions and objectives (Barsky & Bermser, 1999; 
Huefner, 2002; Fletcher & Smith, 2004). Ahn (2001) pointed out that implementing 
the Balanced Scorecard does not only contribute substantial aid to the realization of 
performance goals, but also achieve advantages in management, such as planning 
and budgeting of strategy-oriented action plans, integrating the Balanced Scorecard 
into the process of company control and contributing to strategy communication. 
Chi and Hung (2011) demonstrated that in comparison to control group which did 
not implement Balanced Scorecard, the experimental companies that had 
implemented Balanced Scorecard in China and Taiwan were likely to accomplish 
the goals and demonstrate better performance. It confirmed that implementation of 
Balanced Scorecard management could effectively enhance accomplishment of 
strategic goals and performance. Thus, the results of this research are in conformity 
with earlier academicians and researchers. 
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Exhibit 5.6 shows the summary of hypotheses testing through path analysis. 
Exhibit 5.6: Hypotheses Testing through Path Analysis using SEM 
TEC 
SOC 
LEC 
STC 
H16 
H17 
HIS 
H19 
; ^ 
ORGANIZATIONAL 
CHANGE 
I H20 \ 
H25 
ORGANIZATIONAL 
EFFECTI\ENESS 
/ 
np 
CSP 
IBP 
LGP 
H2l 
~ H22 
^^^ H23 
H24 
X ^ 
/ ^ 
BALANCED 
SCORECARD 
H26 
/ 
Source: Researcher 
5.6 SUMMARY RESULTS OF HYPOTHESES TESTING 
The summary of resuhs of hypotheses testing through tests of differences: T-test and 
ANOVA, is presented in Table 5.52. 
Table 5.52: Results of Hypotheses Testing through Tests of Differences 
H.No. 
Hoi 
Ho2 
Ho3 
Results 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Remarks 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis public and private 
sector. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis public and 
private sector. 
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H„4 
H„5 
Ho6 
H„7 
H„8 
Ho9 
H„10 
H„ll 
Hol2 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Rejected 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis manufacturing and 
service industry. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis manufacturing and 
service industry. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing 
and service industry. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis experience of 
managers in present organization. 
Significant difference exists on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis experience of managers 
in present organization 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis experience of 
managers in present organization 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational change vis-a-vis total experience of 
managers. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
Balanced Scorecard vis-a-vis total experience of 
managers. 
Significant difference does not exist on mean scores of 
organizational effectiveness vis-a-vis total experience 
of managers. 
The summary of results of hypotheses testing based on test of correlation is given in 
Table 5.53. 
Table 5,53: Results of Hypotheses Testing through Test of Correlation 
H.No. 
H13 
H14 
H15 
Results 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Remarks 
Significant relationship exists between organizational 
change and organizational effectiveness. 
Significant relationship exists between Balanced 
Scorecard and organizational effectiveness. 
Significant relationship exists between organizational 
change and Balanced Scorecard. 
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The summary of results of hypotheses testing through SEM path analysis is 
presented in Table 5.54. 
Table 5,54: Results of Hypotheses Testing through SEM 
H.No. 
H16 
H17 
H18 
H19 
H20 
H21 
H22 
H23 
H24 
H25 
H26 
Results 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Failed to Reject 
Remaria 
Significant positive impact of technological change 
exists on organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of social change exists on 
organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of leadership change exists 
on organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of structural change exists 
on organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of organizational change 
exists on organizational effectiveness. 
Significant positive impact of financial perspective 
exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of customer perspective 
exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of internal business process 
perspective exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of learning and growth 
perspective exists on Balanced Scorecard. 
Significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. 
Significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard 
exists on organizational effectiveness. 
189 
Chapter Six 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
6.1 Findings 
6.2 Conclusions 
Chapter Six 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter presents a summary of findings based on the analysis carried out. The 
results obtained through confirmatory factor analysis, tests of differences, tests of 
correlation and tests of impact are presented. A comparison of findings based on 
regression analysis and Structural Equation Modeling has been made. In the end of 
chapter, a brief conclusion of the present research is also discussed. 
6.1 FINDINGS 
The findings of the present research are divided into six categories based on the 
statistical techniques used. 
6.1.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
The results given by confirmatory factor analysis for the models tested are given 
below: 
> The goodness-of-fit indices for organizational change scale showed GFI= 
0.823, AGFI= 0.761, NNFI= 0.897, CFI= 0.914, RMR= 0.053 and RMSEA= 
0.088. On the basis of recommended values of fit indicators, the 
measurement model for organizational change scale is acceptable. 
> The goodness-of-fit indices obtained for Balanced Scorecard scale showed 
AGFI= 0.697, NNFI= 0.806, CFI= 0.828, RMR= 0.111 and RMSEA= 0.083 
and chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio= 1.717. Thus, the CFA model fit 
indicators suggests that the measurement model for Balanced Scorecard 
scale is acceptable. 
> The second-order CFA provided the fit indices for the entire scale. The 
values of RMSEA= 0.089, chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio= 1.820 and 
RMR= 0.098. hi the light of recommended values of fit indicators, the 
measurement model for entire scale is acceptable. 
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6.1.2 Tests of Differences 
The results for tests of differences were obtained by deploying T-test and ANOVA. 
The findings are given below: 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis public and private sector. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis public and private sector. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
> There is no significiint difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis manufacturing and service industry. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
> There is a significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-a-
vis experience of managers in present organization. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis experience of managers in present organization. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational change 
vis-a-vis total experience of managers. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of Balanced Scorecard vis-
a-vis total experience of managers. 
> There is no significant difference on mean scores of organizational 
effectiveness vis-a-vis total experience of mzmagers. 
6.13 Test of Correlation 
To investigate the relationships among variables, Pearson's correlation method was 
used. The results obtained are as follows: 
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> There is a significant relationship between organizational change and 
organizational effectiveness. 
> There is a significant relationship between Balanced Scorecard and 
organizational effectiveness. 
> There is a significant relationship between organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard. 
6.1.4 Path Analysis: Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 
The values for goodness-of-fit indices obtained were CFI= 0.767, chi-square to 
degrees of fi-eedom ratio= 1.770, RMSEA= 0.086 and RMR= 0.096. In the light of 
recommended values, the structural model obtained is desirable. 
6.1.5 Tests of Impact 
The hypotheses to investigate the impact of different variables are tested through 
path analysis. The outcomes are stated below: 
> There is a significant positive impact of technological change on 
organizational change. 
> Social change had a significant positive impact on organizational change. 
> Leadership change had a significant positive impact on organizational 
change. 
> There is a significant positive impact of structural change on organizational 
change. 
> Organizational change had a non-significant negative impact on 
organizational effectiveness. 
> There is a non-significant positive impact of financial perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard. 
> There is a significant positive impact of customer perspective on Balanced 
Scorecard. 
> Internal business process perspective had a significant positive impact on 
Balanced Scorecard. 
> Learning and grovrth perspective had a significant positive impact on 
Balanced Scorecard. 
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> There is a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational change. 
> Balanced Scorecard had a significant positive impact on organizational 
effectiveness. 
6.1.6 Contrast between Results of Regression and Structural Equation 
Modeling 
Structural equation modeling capably evaluates direct and indirect relationships 
between the dependent and independent variables and the interrelationships among 
the determinant (independent) variables, all simultaneously. It provides greater 
explanatory strength and comprehensiveness than the conventional bivariate and 
multiple-regression analysis techniques (Cheng, 2001). Structural equation 
modeling, in comparison with confirmatory factor analysis, extends the possibility 
of relationships among the latent variables and encompasses two components- a 
measurement model (essentially the CFA) and a structural model (Schreiber et al.. 
2006). 
The impact of parameters of changes on organizational change and perspectives of 
Balanced Scorecard on Balanced Scorecard is tested using regression analysis and 
structural equation modeling. Table 6.1 presents the results obtained from both the 
statistical tests. The results appear to be very similar with slight variation on very 
few dimensions. The impact of technological change on organizational change is 
similar in both the results (Beta= 0.777, path coefficient^ 0.768). The beta value for 
impact of structural change on organizational change is 0.827 which is very close to 
the value of path coefficient (0.895). The results obtained for the impact of 
perspectives of Balanced Scorecard on Balanced Scorecard fi-amework are 
comparable. The effect of learning and growth perspective on Balanced Scorecard 
shows related results (Beta= 0.795, path coefficient= 0.814). Little variation is 
observed on the impact of financial and customer perspectives on Balanced 
Scorecard. The beta value for the impact of financial and customer perspective on 
Balanced Scorecard is equal to 0.748 and 0.704 respectively, whereas, path 
coefficients are found to be 0.797 and 0.849 respectively. The impact of Balanced 
Scorecard on organizational effectiveness slightly varies in both the results. The beta 
value comes out to be 0.665 whereas path coefficient obtained is equal to 0.713. 
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Further, for studying the impact of organizational change on organizational 
effectiveness, regression analysis gives beta equal to 0.617, while SEM provides 
path coefficient to be -0.179. lacobucci (2010) notes when a hypothesized path turns 
out to be non-significant in a path analysis, it is a diagnostic clue that the model may 
be mis-specified. Yet, it may be alternatively the case that the theory could have 
merit, but the particular data at hand fail to support it. Also, testing may be needed 
or a deeper analysis of data may be required. The value of regression shows a large 
positive impact of organizational change on organizational effectiveness. However, 
the path coefficient indicates there is negative impact of organizational change on 
organizational effectiveness. 
Researchers suggest that many organizational changes have not been as successful 
as planned and as smooth as expected (Fisher, 1994; Strebel, 1996; Beer & Nohria. 
2000; Higgs & Rowland, 2000; Hirschhom, 2002; Miller, 2002; Knodel, 2004; 
Sirkin et al., 2005; Haines et al,, 2005; Alvesson & Svenningsson, 2008; Kotter. 
2008), Whereas many organizational change programs are originally perceived as 
being successful, long-term success has been uncertain (Nadine & Persaud, 2003). 
and only one-third of total quality management and reengineering programs met 
their planned goals (Carr, 1996; Porras & Robertson, 1992). Authors mention a 
range of reasons for failed change efforts, including a lack of urgency (Kotter & 
Cohen, 2002), contracting against the right issues and outcomes (Block, 2001) and 
lack of systems thinking (Burke, 1982, 2002; Burke & Litwin, 1992). Change 
processes are even sometimes cancelled deliberately or they lose importance and 
dissolve slowly. Few researchers also point out other factors for the failure of 
change program such as, change programs go either too fast or too slow, change 
objectives are incoherent or too abstract and leaders are either too powerfiil or have 
very little authority (Beer et al., 1990; Kotter, 1996; Beer & Nohria, 2000). 
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Table 6.1: Contrast between the Results of Regression and Path Analysis 
Impact of TEC on OC 
Impact of SOC on OC 
Impact of LEC on OC 
Impact of STC on OC 
Impact of FIP on BSC 
Impact of CSP on BSC 
Impact oflBP on BSC 
Impact ofLGP on BSC 
Impact of BSC on OC 
Impact of OC on OE 
Impact of BSC on OE 
0.777 
0.905 
0.929 
0.827 
0.748 
0.704 
0.794 
0.795 
0.746 
0.617 
0.665 
0.768 
0.891 
0.992 
0.895 
0.797 
0.849 
0.805 
0.814 
0.501 
-0.179 
0.959 
6.2 CONCLUSIONS 
An instrument has been developed to carry out the present research. The reliability 
of the instrument was tested using Cronbach's alpha. Also, the validity of the 
instrument was assessed. In the process, the total items were reduced from 76 to 41. 
Exploratory Factor Analysis was carried out to obtain the final factor loadings of 
organizational change scale. Balanced Scorecard scale and organizational 
effectiveness scale and the entire scale. This further reduced the items from 41 to 27. 
The statistical tests were applied on the responses based on 41 statements. The 
responding organizations were categorized on the basis of sector (public and private) 
and industry (manufacturing and service). Responses were also grouped on the basis 
of experience of managers in the present organization and their total experience. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was employed to obtain measurement model for 
organizational change scale and Balanced Scorecard scale. Second-order CFA was 
carried out to find the model fit indicators for the organizational change scale. 
Balanced Scorecard scale and the entire scale. Organizational change scale had 17 
items. Balanced Scorecard scale was consisted of 23 items and the entire scale had 
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41 items. The fit indices of all the scales were found within the suggested range of 
accepted fit indices. 
Tests of differences were used to establish the difference between mean scores of 
variables vis-a-vis moderating variables. The variables were organizational change. 
Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness. The moderating variables were 
public and private sector, manufacturing and service industry, experience of 
managers in present organization and total experience of managers. Relationship 
among organizational change. Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness 
was established using Pearson's Correlation technique. The results showed 
correlation among organizational change. Balanced Scorecard and organizational 
effectiveness. 
Regression analysis was used to investigate the impact of organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard on organizational effectiveness. The regression analysis showed 
a significant positive impact of organizational change on organizational 
effectiveness. It also showed a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness. Path analysis using structural equation modeling was 
also carried out to test the same effects. Structural model and path coefficients 
suggested a significant positive impact of Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. However, a significant positive impact of organizational change on 
organizational effectiveness was not found. 
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Chapter Seven 
MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND 
FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
This chapter undertakes the managerial implications and contributions of the study. 
It also underiines the likely directions for future research. 
7.1 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE 
STUDY 
This study has implications for both academicians and practitioners. The study 
contributes to the theory and practice as well. The contributions and implications of 
the study are mentioned below: 
> The present study presents and tests a conceptual model where the 
dimensions of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard are identified. 
The organizational change and Balanced Scorecard are linked to organization 
effectiveness. The findings of this research will provide researchers and 
practitioners a basic understanding of the two concepts and their effects on 
organizational effectiveness. Also, this study provides an overview of the 
current scenario of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard in many 
organizations in India. 
> This research fulfilled the objective of developing a reliable and valid 
questionnaire for measuring dimensions of organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard. This will serve the organizations and researchers as a 
tool to analyze organizational change and Balanced Scorecard prevailing in 
organizations and link them to organizational effectiveness. 
> This study recognizes the relationship between change management and 
Balanced Scorecard. It will assist the business organizations formulate 
effective strategies to introduce Balanced Scorecard framework to reorganize 
their corporations. 
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> So far, hardly any empirical study depicting relationship among change 
management. Balanced Scorecard and organizational effectiveness has been 
conducted in India. The business organizations will appreciate the need for 
change management and Balanced Scorecard in order to turn themselves into 
more effective organizations. 
> The present study offers a vast literature review on managing various 
restraints to change. Organizations implementing organizational change and 
Balanced Scorecard are provided with the summary of change enablers. 
> The impact of various kinds of change on organizational change is 
empirically investigated. Also, the effect of the four dimensions of Balanced 
Scorecard on the formulation of Balanced Scorecard framework is assessed. 
Such a research was necessary to support the business organizations 
understand the significance of role played by each dimension during the 
implementation of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard 
fi^amework. The organizations can develop their plans considering the 
importance of various perspectives of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard. 
> With the help of Structural Equation Modeling procedure, which is very less 
deployed methodology in field of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard in India and abroad, the researcher successfully establishes 
causality in a single model. This presents a better view of nature of 
relationships among various variables. 
7.2 FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
The directions for fiiture study may be pointed out as follows: 
> One of the objectives of present research was to develop a reliable and valid 
instrument for exploring the process of change management and Balanced 
Scorecard existing in organizations and to observe the impact of 
organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on organizational 
effectiveness. This questionnaire has been developed and tested in Indian 
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context only. In future, this research instrument can be tested in different 
cultures and countries as well. 
> The present research has been carried out to contrast the perceptions of 
employees towards organizational change and Balanced Scorecard in public 
and private sector and manufacturing and service industry. There are 
opportunities to compare the perceptions of employees towards change 
management and Balanced Scorecard in other sectors as well such as banks, 
healthcare and academics. 
> Future researches may be undertaken on a bigger and more diverse sample. It 
will help generate more generalizable results. 
> The data for this study was collected through e-survey method and 
personally requesting senior managers to fill in their responses. There are 
multiple methods such as experiments, personal interviews and case studies 
to collect data related to changes carried out in organizations and utilization 
of Balanced Scorecard. These methods can be used in fiiture studies. 
> Structural Equation Model tested the causal relationships among the 
variables. The impact of kinds of changes (TEC, SOC, LEC and STC) on 
organizational change has been tested along with the impact of perspectives 
of Balanced Scorecard (FIP, CSP, IBP and LGP) on Balanced Scorecard. 
The effect of organizational change and Balanced Scorecard on 
organizational effectiveness is also tested. At the same time, the impact of 
Balanced Scorecard on organizational change is given by the path analysis. 
The model does not test the impact of organizational change on Balanced 
Scorecard. Further researches may be conducted to find out whether 
organizational change, if carried out, also has an impact on the 
implementation of Balanced Scorecard. 
> The results of similar studies carried out in different countries can be 
compared with the results produced by the present research. It will highlight 
the differences in the practices of organizational change and Balanced 
Scorecard in India and other countries. 
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APPENDIX B: STATISTICAL RESULTS USING SEM 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 
Degrees of freedom (861 - 94): 
861 
94 
767 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square= 1357.451 
Degrees of freedom = 767 
Probability level = .000 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
TEC 
SOC 
LEC 
STC 
FIP 
CSP 
IBP 
SO-C 
IB-P 
LGP 
T4 
T3 
T2 
Tl 
So4 
So3 
So2 
Sol 
L5 
L4 
L3 
L2 
LI 
St2 
Stl 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
oc 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ESC 
esc 
BSC 
ORG 
BSC 
BSC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
SOC 
SOC 
SOC 
SOC 
LEC 
LEC 
LEC 
LEC 
LEC 
STC 
STC 
Estimate 
.592 
.925 
1.436 
1.470 
2.030 
1.151 
1.047 
1.000 
1.000 
1.173 
1.000 
1.495 
1.166 
1.445 
1.000 
1.348 
.525 
1.219 
1.000 
.943 
.889 
1.031 
.988 
1.000 
.594 
S.E. 
.128 
.144 
.194 
.193 
1.079 
.284 
.274 
.300 
.284 
.243 
.280 
.166 
.153 
.163 
.097 
.096 
.106 
.104 
.080 
C.R. 
4.609 
6.409 
7.415 
7.626 
1.882 
4.060 
3.822 
3.904 
5.254 
4.800 
5.164 
8.097 
3.430 
7.483 
9.766 
9.243 
9.738 
9.485 
7.442 
P 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.060 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
Label 
par 29 
par_30 
par_31 
par_32 
par_33 
par34 
par 35 
par 41 
par 1 
par 2 
par 3 
par 4 
par 5 
par 6 
par 7 
par 8 
par 9 
par 10 
p a r l l 
III 
F6 <— 
F5 <— 
F4 <— 
F3 <— 
F2 <— 
Fl <— 
C4 <— 
C3 <— 
C2 <— 
CI <— 
P5 <— 
P4 <— 
P3 <— 
P2 < - -
PI <— 
LG6 <— 
LG5 <— 
LG4 <— 
LG3 <— 
LG2 <— 
LGl <— 
OE <— 
OE <— 
So6 <— 
So5 <— 
P6 <— 
P7 <— 
BSC <— 
ORG <— 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
CSP 
CSP 
CSP 
CSP 
IBP 
IBP 
IBP 
IBP 
IBP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
ORG 
BSC 
SO-C 
SO-C 
IB-P 
IB-P 
ORG 
BSC 
Estimate 
LOGO 
.323 
.515 
.429 
.475 
.486 
1.000 
.809 
.785 
.683 
1.000 
1.195 
.923 
.883 
1.000 
1.000 
.922 
1.044 
1.188 
1.218 
1.215 
-.239 
1.795 
1.000 
1.329 
.629 
1.000 
.358 
1.000 
S.E. 
.179 
.254 
.219 
.235 
.238 
.145 
.148 
.133 
.184 
.163 
.153 
.165 
.149 
.158 
.170 
.168 
.170 
.349 
.631 
.192 
.188 
.140 
C.R. 
1.811 
2.027 
1.954 
2.020 
2.038 
5.562 
5.317 
5.132 
6.511 
5.679 
5.761 
6.048 
6.196 
6.591 
6.975 
7.231 
7.129 
-.687 
2.845 
6.925 
3.352 
2.550 
P 
.070 
.043 
.051 
.043 
.042 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.492 
.004 
**if 
*** 
.011 
Label 
par 12 
par_13 
par_14 
par 15 
par 16 
par_17 
par 18 
par 19 
par_20 
par_21 
par 22 
par_23 
par_24 
par_25 
par 26 
par_27 
par_28 
par 36 
par 37 
par_39 
par 40 
par 38 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
TEC <— 
SOC <— 
LEC <— 
STC <— 
FIP <— 
CSP <— 
IBP <— 
SO-C <— 
IB-P <— 
LGP <— 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
BSC 
BSC 
BSC 
ORG 
BSC 
BSC 
Estimate 
.768 
.891 
.992 
.895 
.797 
.849 
.805 
1.052 
.598 
.814 
IV 
T4 
T3 
T2 
Tl 
So4 
So3 
So2 
Sol 
L5 
L4 
L3 
L2 
LI 
St2 
Stl 
F6 
F5 
F4 
F3 
F2 
Fl 
C4 
C3 
C2 
CI 
P5 
P4 
P3 
P2 
PI 
LG6 
LG5 
LG4 
LG3 
LG2 
LGl 
OE 
OE 
So6 
So5 
P6 
P7 
BSC 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
<— 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
SOC 
SOC 
SOC 
SOC 
LEC 
LEC 
LEC 
LEC 
LEC 
STC 
STC 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
FIP 
CSP 
CSP 
CSP 
CSP 
IBP 
IBP 
IBP 
IBP 
IBP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
LGP 
ORG 
BSC 
SO-C 
SO-C 
IB-P 
IB-P 
ORG 
Estimate 
.557 
.766 
.649 
.739 
.738 
.826 
.355 
.762 
.794 
.835 
.802 
.833 
.817 
.904 
.675 
.221 
.366 
.682 
.516 
.660 
.723 
.753 
.603 
.576 
.556 
.652 
.784 
.657 
.669 
.710 
.665 
.682 
.732 
.783 
.819 
.805 
-.179 
.959 
.649 
.729 
.567 
.725 
.501 
V 
ORG <— BSC 
Estimate 
.713 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
94 1357.451 767 .000 1.770 
861 .000 0 
41 3354.700 820 .000 4.091 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
RMR,GF1 
RMR GFI 
.096 .640 
.000 1.000 
.351 .152 
AGFI 
.596 
.110 
PGFI 
.570 
.145 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
NFI RFI IFI TLI 
Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 
.595 .567 .772 .751 .767 
1.000 1.000 1.000 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
.935 .557 .717 
.000 .000 .000 
1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
NCP LO 90 HI 90 
590.451 491.672 697.065 
.000 .000 .000 
2534.700 2359.853 2717.007 
FMIN 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
FMIN FO LO90 HI 90 
13.052 5.677 4.728 6.703 
.000 .000 .000 .000 
32.257 24.372 22.691 26.125 
VI 
RMSEA 
Model 
Default model 
Independence model 
RMSEA LO90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
.086 .079 .093 .000 
.172 .166 .178 .000 
AIC 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
1545.451 1672.806 1794.923 1888.923 
1722.000 2888.516 4007.060 4868.060 
3436.700 3492.248 3545.512 3586.512 
ECVI 
Model 
Default model 
Saturated model 
Independence model 
ECVI LO90 HI 90 MECVI 
14.860 13.910 15.885 16.085 
16.558 16.558 16.558 27.774 
33.045 31.364 34.798 33.579 
HOELTER 
Model 
Default model 
Independence model 
HOELTER HOELTER 
.05 .01 
64 66 
28 29 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable 
OE 
LGl 
LG2 
LG3 
LG4 
LG5 
LG6 
PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
CI 
C2 
min 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
2.000 
2.000 
max 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
skew 
-.807 
-.702 
-.459 
-.871 
-.510 
-.591 
-.425 
-1.213 
-.375 
-.686 
-.812 
-.635 
-.872 
-.333 
-.491 
-.473 
c.r. 
-3.377 
-2.939 
-1.921 
-3.643 
-2.134 
-2.472 
-1.779 
-5.072 
-1.569 
-2.870 
-3.396 
-2.655 
-3.646 
-1.393 
-2.056 
-1.980 
kurtosis 
.969 
-.335 
-.315 
.496 
-.062 
.176 
-.682 
2.804 
-.721 
.200 
.650 
-.137 
.229 
-.691 
-.068 
-.321 
c.r. 
2.026 
-.701 
-.659 
1.038 
-.129 
.368 
-1.426 
5.866 
-1.508 
.419 
1.360 
-.286 
.478 
-1.446 
-.142 
-.672 
VII 
Variable 
C3 
C4 
Fl 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Stl 
St2 
LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
Sol 
So2 
So3 
So4 
So5 
So6 
Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
Multivariate 
min 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
2.000 
max 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
55.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
5.000 
skew 
-.764 
-.355 
-.962 
-1.209 
-.542 
-1.072 
-.720 
9.687 
-.708 
-.547 
-.741 
-.451 
-.625 
-.426 
-.560 
-.295 
-.216 
-.372 
-.487 
-.366 
-.676 
-.683 
-.673 
-.592 
-.655 
c.r. 
-3.194 
-1.483 
-4.025 
-5.060 
-2.268 
-4.484 
-3.013 
40.522 
-2.961 
-2.289 
-3.101 
-1.885 
-2.613 
-1.780 
-2.344 
-1.233 
-.904 
-1.556 
-2.039 
-1.532 
-2.826 
-2.856 
-2.815 
-2.475 
-2.738 
kurtosis 
.374 
-.679 
1.295 
1.381 
.128 
1.384 
-.180 
94.561 
.325 
-.768 
-.006 
-.698 
-.072 
-.622 
-.673 
-.789 
-.322 
-.621 
.125 
-.592 
.517 
.325 
.827 
.166 
-.246 
197.144 
c.r. 
.783 
-1.420 
2.710 
2.888 
.267 
2.894 
-.377 
197.788 
.681 
-1.607 
-.012 
-1.459 
-.151 
-1.300 
-1.407 
-1.650 
-.674 
-1.298 
.262 
-1.238 
1.082 
.679 
1.729 
.348 
-.514 
17.010 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number 
98 
86 
87 
38 
58 
57 
16 
4 
54 
66 
84 
76 
82 
Mahalanobis d-squared 
103.272 
71.939 
68.388 
66.496 
65.759 
65.039 
64.685 
63.685 
62.119 
61.923 
61.290 
61.250 
60.577 
pl 
.000 
.002 
.005 
.007 
.008 
.010 
.011 
.013 
.018 
.019 
.022 
.022 
.025 
p2 
.000 
.019 
.013 
.007 
.002 
.001 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
VIII 
Observation number 
9 
77 
67 
56 
70 
3 
8 
69 
6 
15 
37 
88 
41 
22 
50 
64 
74 
55 
21 
62 
71 
30 
68 
91 
36 
7 
2 
35 
46 
94 
28 
49 
80 
72 
47 
60 
95 
40 
92 
96 
99 
1 
65 
Mahalanobis d-squared 
60.086 
59.910 
59.783 
57.410 
56.715 
56.186 
56.159 
55.996 
55.811 
55.502 
54.898 
54.896 
54.857 
54.461 
54.383 
53.938 
53.145 
51.663 
48.718 
48.680 
46.883 
46.685 
46.658 
44.987 
44.723 
43.464 
43.407 
43.219 
42.672 
42.607 
42.171 
40.932 
40.856 
40.626 
40.362 
40.194 
40.150 
40.105 
40.012 
39.897 
39.870 
39.120 
38.859 
pl 
.027 
.028 
.029 
.046 
.052 
.057 
.058 
.059 
.061 
.065 
.072 
.072 
.073 
.078 
.079 
.085 
.097 
.123 
.190 
.191 
.244 
.250 
.251 
.309 
.318 
.367 
.369 
.377 
.399 
.402 
.420 
.474 
.477 
.487 
.499 
.506 
.508 
.510 
.514 
.520 
.521 
.554 
.566 
p2 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.003 
.002 
.039 
.035 
.022 
.192 
.196 
.498 
.437 
.421 
.530 
.473 
.546 
.847 
.814 
.818 
.829 
.818 
.775 
.726 
.688 
.656 
.592 
.768 
.782 
IX 
Observation number 
23 
83 
32 
51 
59 
63 
43 
79 
48 
90 
53 
24 
89 
102 
45 
29 
105 
5 
10 
25 
44 
78 
97 
104 
73 
52 
75 
33 
93 
42 
101 
100 
34 
19 
13 
85 
103 
20 
14 
31 
26 
17 
11 
Mahalanobis d-sqviared 
38.559 
36.663 
36.099 
35.396 
34.904 
34.779 
34.623 
34.359 
34.248 
34.112 
32.777 
32.472 
32.364 
31.954 
31.832 
31.786 
31.625 
31.344 
31.247 
30.701 
30.659 
30.553 
30.171 
29.715 
29.647 
29.599 
29.405 
28.557 
28.152 
27.935 
26.545 
25.449 
25.056 
24.685 
24.685 
23.756 
22.815 
22.798 
22.798 
21.268 
21.114 
20.777 
20.777 
pl 
.580 
.664 
.688 
.717 
.737 
.742 
.748 
.759 
.763 
.768 
.816 
.827 
.830 
.843 
.847 
.849 
.853 
.862 
.865 
.880 
.881 
.884 
.894 
.905 
.906 
.907 
.912 
.929 
.936 
.940 
.961 
.973 
.976 
.979 
.979 
.986 
.990 
.990 
.990 
.995 
.996 
.996 
.996 
p2 
.806 
.993 
.998 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared pi p2 
18 17.838 .999 1.000 
Variances: (Group number 1 -
e58 
e59 
e50 
e51 
e52 
e53 
e54 
e55 
e57 
e61 
e62 
e56 
e4 
e3 
e2 
el 
elO 
e9 
e8 
e7 
e6 
e5 
el5 
el4 
el3 
el2 
e l l 
17 
el6 
e23 
e22 
e21 
e20 
el9 
el8 
e27 
e26 
e25 
Estimate 
.087 
.067 
.082 
.012 
.201 
.448 
.097 
.113 
.091 
-.036 
.341 
.133 
.493 
.349 
.413 
.385 
.462 
.526 
.336 
.340 
.767 
.432 
.457 
.301 
.343 
.365 
.378 
.225 
.424 
23.973 
.829 
.375 
.622 
.360 
.264 
.266 
.399 
.433 
S.E. 
.041 
.072 
.030 
.025 
.091 
.444 
.040 
.039 
.035 
.036 
.155 
.042 
.075 
.068 
.067 
.071 
.073 
.096 
.055 
.067 
.108 
.073 
.070 
.048 
.053 
.058 
.059 
.090 
.066 
3.361 
.119 
.064 
.094 
.060 
.049 
.053 
.063 
.067 
Default model) 
C.R. 
2.133 
.939 
2.723 
.478 
2.213 
1.010 
2.397 
2.929 
2.563 
-.995 
2.203 
3.181 
6.561 
5.105 
6.146 
5.429 
6.326 
5.495 
6.067 
5.088 
7.078 
5.880 
6.516 
6.261 
6.476 
6.275 
6.386 
2.502 
6.433 
7.132 
6.970 
5.827 
6.642 
5.987 
5.450 
5.019 
6.302 
6.426 
P 
.033 
.348 
.006 
.633 
.027 
.313 
.017 
.003 
.010 
.320 
.028 
.001 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
.012 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
Label 
par 42 
par_43 
par_44 
par_45 
par 46 
par 47 
par_48 
par_49 
par 50 
par 51 
par 52 
par_53 
par 54 
par_55 
par_56 
par_57 
par_58 
par_59 
par 60 
par_61 
par_62 
par_63 
par_64 
par_65 
par_66 
par 67 
par 68 
par 69 
par 70 
par_71 
par_72 
par_73 
par_74 
par 75 
par_76 
par_77 
par_78 
par_79 
e24 
e34 
e33 
e32 
e31 
e30 
e29 
e28 
e40 
e39 
e38 
e37 
e36 
e35 
e60 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
*** par 80 
.003 par 81 
*** par_82 
*** par_83 
*** par_84 
*** par_85 
*** par_86 
*** par 87 
*** par 88 
*** par_89 
*** par 90 
*** par 91 
*** par_92 
*** par_93 
**• par 94 
.365 
.480 
.443 
.435 
.287 
.360 
.310 
.315 
.496 
.386 
.371 
.350 
.287 
.316 
.237 
.056 
.163 
.085 
.068 
.054 
.057 
.049 
.052 
.075 
.059 
.058 
.058 
.050 
.054 
.051 
6.507 
2.948 
5.210 
6.358 
5.341 
6.333 
6.276 
6.027 
6.619 
6.564 
6.346 
6.018 
5.678 
5.829 
4.655 
Xll 
